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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Tue List of appeals for hearing in the present sittings consists 
of 73 final and 21 interlocutory appeals, making 94 in all, 
which was, curiously enough, the exact number at the com- 
mencement of the last Kaster sittings. There were 108 appeals 
in the list a year ago. 





In tHe Chancery Division the actions and matters before the 
five judges comprise 148 before Ontrry, J.; 103 before Norrn, 
J.; 117 before Srraute, J.; 84 before KexKewicn, J.; and 93 
before Romer, J., making a total of 515 actions and matters, as 
compared with @ total of 510 at the commencement of the 
Easter sittings, and of 402 at the commencement of the Trinity 
sittings, 1895. Mr. Justice Vavenan Witutams has a list of 55 


winding-up matters. 





Tue cavse uist of the Queen’s Bench Division contains 713 
causes, of which 393 are actions for trial with juries, and 201 
for trial without juries. The total of causes at the commence- 
ment of the Easter sittings was 900. There are 10 commercial 
causes set down, as against 3 at the commencement of the Easter 
sittings. In the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division 
there are 219 causes in all. 





Mr. Wittiam Howarp Gray, of the firm of Bell, Brodrick, 
& Gray, of London, has been nominated by the President and 
Vice-President of the Incorporated Law Society and by Mr. 
THomas Marsnatt, of Leeds, and Mr. C. H. Morton, of Liver- 
pool, the honorary secretaries of the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies, as a candidate to fill the City vacancy on the Council 
of the Society caused by the retirement of Mr. Henry Manxsy, 





In a case before Carrry, J., this week an omission of an 
important clause of a will from a statement of facts, on which 
an order had been made at chambers, called forth some strong 
comments by his lordship on the necessity for some 
for accuracy in these documents. His lordship expressed his 
one: that they should always be signed by the solicitors for 

parties, and should generally be settled by counsel, and that 
-masters should exercise a wide discretion in allowing the 





costs of their being so settled. 
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THE FOLLOWING are the arrangements for the hearing of 
witness actions in the Chancery Division during the ensuing 
sittings :—Mr. Justice Curry will hear witness actions from 
Tuesday, the 23rd of June, to Saturday, the 4th of July, 
inclusive; and his motions and unopposed petitions will be 
taken by Mr. Justice Norrx. Mr. Justice Norru will hear 
witness actions from Tuesday, the 9th of June, to Saturday, the 
20th of June, inclusive; and his motions and unopposed peti- 
tions will be taken by Mr. Justice Curry. Mr. Justice Strrtine 
will hear witness actions from Tuesday, the 23rd of June, to 
Saturday, the 4th of July, inclusive; and his motions and 
unopposed petitions will be taken by Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicn will hear witness actions from Tuesday, 
the 9th of June, until Saturday, the 20th of June, his motions 
and unopposed petitions during that period being taken by Mr. 
Justice Strrtinc. The last Monday in each period is excepted. 





THE RECOMMENDATIONS of the Judicial Statistics Committee. 
which sat last year have borne fruit in an unusually interesting 
bluebook of criminal statistics, forming Part I. of the Judicial 
Statistics to be issued during the present year. We have now 
an interesting analysis of the figures under the various heads of 
crime. One point brought out is that under the heads of 
burglary, robbery, fraud, and forgery the figures for 1894 are 
somewhat higher than those for the previous quinquennial 
period; and the editor suggests that this may be due to the 
prevelent shortened sentences. It must be remembered, he 
says, that as the sentences passed on professional criminals are 
reduced in length a greater proportion of these criminals must 
necessarily be at large at any one time, and that therefore the 
number of crimes committed may be greater without the total 
number of criminals being increased. Assuming a reduction in 
the average length of sentence from five to four years and an 
average term of liberty of one year, an increase of 20 per cent. 
ig crimes and convictions would be consistent with no increase 
in the ranks of the professional criminals. Another point is the 
increase in the proportion of juvenile offenders, and especially 
of offenders between the ages of sixteen and twenty-one. It 
appears that the total number of persons within those limits of 
age convicted of indictable offences was 9,298 in 1893, and 9,568 
in 1894, or, in other words, 321 in every 100,000 of the population, 
as. compared with 330. This increase in the number of juvenile 
offenders, the editor says, is not confined to England, but 
appears to show itself in the judicial statistics of all other 
countries. With regard to the geographical distribution of 
crime, London, Glamorgan, and Mormouth occupy the lowest 
position as having most crime, while Cardigan is the county 
most free from crime. 





We print elsewhere a letter in which our correspondents 
inform us that Norrn, J., has decided in Allsopp § Sons 
(Zamited) v. Harkness, on an originating summons, that a 

ied woman who is a trustee cannot convey real. estate 
subject to the trust without the concurrence of her husband and 
without acknowledgment. We quite agree that if the decision 
is right the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, has created 
a. ridiculous state of things; but we fear there is no resisting 
the conclusion that the decision is right, and that the case 
is-simply another instance of the anomalies of which the law of 
married women is full. The difficulty seems to be chiefly due to 
the curiously restricted scope of section 18. That section pro- 
vides that a married woman who is a trustee may transfer 
certain kinds of personal property without her husband, as if 
she were a feme sole. The fact that this provision is inserted 
seems to imply that under the general provisions of the Act a 
married woman cannot dispose of trust property as a /feme 
sole, and this conclusion is in keeping with the language of 
section. 1 (1) and sections 2 and 5. Section 1 (1) enables 


a.dmarried woman to hold and dispose of real and personal 
property as her separate property in the same manner as if she 
were a feme sole without the intervention of a trustee, and sections 
2nd 5,define what property is to be treated as her separate 
property; but the sections in speaking of separate property 


—_—-—t 


beneficial use separate from her husband. Since this natura] 
construction of the earlier sections is assisted by the insertion of 
section 18, dealing expressly with the transfer of trust property, 
it seems inevitable that the court should adopt it, however 
inconvenient may be the result. The Legislature have chosen 
to provide that certain kinds of trust property shall be at the 
sole disposition of the married woman, and the reasonable in. 
ference is that other kinds of trust property remain subject to 
the ordinary law. - It is for the Legislature to remove a difficulty 
so needlessly created. 








WHEN sHAREs in a company are divided into preference and 

ordinary shares there is no difficulty, as a matter of draftsman. 

ship, in defining the respective rights of the two classes of share- 

holders, and in particular in stating whether the fixed prefer. 

ence dividend payable to the former class is to be cumulative or 

not, but the absence of express direction on this point has on 

several occasions led to litigation. Where there is simply ¢ 

direction for payment of a fixed preferential dividend it seems 

that the dividend is to be treated as cumulative. In Henry y, 

Great Northern Railway Co. (1 De G. & J. 606) shares in the 

defendant company had been issued under a resolution that they 

should bear £5 per cent. interest or preference dividend in per- 

petuity. It was held that this language justified the construc. . 
tion that arrears of the preferential dividend were to be made 

good outfof subsequent profits. To quote the figure used by 

Knicut-Brucer, L.J., the preference shareholders were entitled. 
to look for their tun of wine to the vineyard, and not to the 
vintage of each year. In Webb v. Earle (24 W. R. 46, 20 

Eq. 556) the directors, under the articles of association, and 

with the sanction of a general meeting, issued preference 

capital carrying a dividend at £10 per cent. per annum. 

It was held by Jzsser, M.R., in accordance with Henry v. 

Great Northern Railway Co., that the right of the pre- 

ference shareholders to their dividend was absolute, and that 

there was nothing to prevent them from going to the profits of a, 
subsequent year to make up arrears. More difficulty has 

arisen in the case of Staples v. The Eastman Photographic Mat- 

rials’ Co. (ante, p. 518), in which the Court of Appeal:has, 
differed from Curry, J. In that case it was provided that the 

holders of preference shares should be entitled ‘‘ out of the net 

profits of each year to a preference dividend at the rate of £10 

per cent. per annum.” The effect of this provision seems to 

depend upon the weight to be given to the expression ‘‘of each 

year.” In the above cases also the question, of course, was as 

to the division of the profits of each year, and if no special 
force is given to the expression there is no reason why the prefer- 
ence shareholders should not, as in those cases, come upon the 
profits of the year for arrears. This was the view taken by 
Ounrrry, J., and he held, therefore, that the preference dividend 
was cumulative. The Oourt of Appeal, on the other hand, 
have given greater emphasis to ‘‘of each year,” and have 
regarded the insertion of these words as an intimation that for 
the purpose of division of profits each year is to be taken by 
itself, and the profits of the year are to go in the stipulated pro- 
portions between the preference and ordinary shareholders. 





. 


THE COMMON LAW says nemo tenetur se ipsum accusare; but the 
privilege which a witness enjoys of not being compellable to 
answer a question which may tend to criminate himself has been 
taken away in several cases by statute. In most instances 
where this has been done it is provided that no answer shall be 
proved or admissible against the witness in any subsequent pro- 
ceedings against him, except for perjufy. Examples of this 
are found in section 59 of the Corrupt Practices Prevention 
Act, 1883, and in section 6 of the Explosive Substances Act, . 
1883. Such proviso is strictly in accordance with another prim: 
ciple of the common law—that a confession of guilt is net 
admissible unless made voluntarily. The case of Reg. v. Lrdheim, 
however, decided this week by the Court for the Consideration 
of Crown Cases-Reserved, supplies an example of an apparent 
exception to both these rules of law. In this case the defen: 
dant Expnxim was indicted for various offences under 
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gamination, under section 17 of the Bankruptcy Act, his 
answers were taken down by a shorthand writer, who was after- 
wards called as a witness at the criminal trial to prove the 
matter of such answers. By the last-mentioned section a 
debtor is bound to answer all such questions as the court may 
or allow to be put to him, and it is further provided that 
“such notes of the examination as the court thinks proper shall 
be taken down in writing and shall be read over to and signed 
by the debtor, and may thereafter be used in evidence against 
him.” No such notes were read over to or signed by ExpHem, 
and it was argued that no other evidence could be given of his 
answers. The court, however, held that the direction in the 
statute as to the taking of such notes did not exclude other 
modes of proving the defendant’s admissions, and that the 
defendant’s answers, having been given upon oath in a lawful 
examination, must not be regarded as having been induced by 
threats or given under any circumstances which should properly 
cause them to be looked upon as being involuntary and there- 
fore inadmissible. The law, therefore, seems to be that when a 
statute takes away from a witness his privilege of refusing to 
answer & question which may tend to criminate himself, his 
answer to such a question is not to be considered as having 
been made otherwise than voluntarily; and, unless the statute 
itself gives him protection, the witness is liable to have any 
admission used against him on a subsequent criminal trial. The 
Bankruptcy Act gives a debtor no such protection, and therefore 
any answer he may give when undergoing his public examina- 
tion may be proved in any legal manner and used against him 
inany subsequent proceedings. The Act, however, contains no 
provision that a mere witness in bankruptcy proceedings can be 
required to answer any question whatever, and therefore such 
bog is entitled to refuse to answer a question on the ground 
the answer would tend to criminate himself (Re Firth, 
Ex parte Schofield, 26 W. R. 9, 6 Ch. D. 230). But if a witness 
m oath in any legal proceeding does in fact answer such a 
question without any compulsion, his answer may be used 
against him (Reg. v. Coote, 21 W. R. 553, L. R. 4 P. O. 599). 





Wuere a trustee has express power to sell, it is important, in 
fayour of a purchaser who has no notice of any tens ye trust, 
to support transactions which purport to have been effected in 
pursuance of the power. The affirmation of this principle seems 
to be the most important point in the interesting case of 
Pmorities which came before Currry, J., recently in Lloyd's 
Bank v. Bullock (reported elsewhere). A testator was entitled to 
property worth £700, subject to a legal mortgage in favour of 
sbuilding society. He died previously to December, 1892, having 
his equity of redemption to one Newsrook on trust for 
sale. ©. was solicitor both for the building society and for 
the testator, and, after the death of the latter, for NzwBROoK as 
trustee. By a fraudulent representation that the ee 
money, which amounted to about £170, was about to be 
paid off, C., in December, 1892, procured the endorsement 
ike mortgage deed of a statutory receipt, and then 
ed possession of the deed. The money was never paid, 
ad ©. kept the deed until his bankruptcy in A , 1893, 
when his son handed it over to NEWBROOK. - after 
e the statutory receipt O. obtained also a convey- 
aneeof the property from Nzwsroox to himself in considera- 
tion of £700. _By this conveyance Newsroox purported to 
convey in exercise of his trust for sale, and it contained the 
usual receipt for the purchase money. NrEwsRook was young 
and imexperienced, and he executed the conveyance at the 
istance of (, immediately upon its being placed before him, 
He out any previous consideration. The £700 was not paid, 
an ©., being thus able to shew a title in himself, took all 
deeds, except the building society’s mortgage, to Lloyd’s 
and deposited them as a security for £650. He was 
subsequently convicted of fraud, and is now undergoing his 
. Under these circumstances it became n to 
@ the respective priorities of the building society, the 

and Newsroox’s cestuis que trust. 





Pn BETWEEN the building society and NewsRoox’s cestuis que 
it was admitted that the building society had priority. 








©. had possession of the endorsed mortgage deed only for 
the purpose of handing it over on pa ~-llyedy Bre seta 24 
money, and this had never been paid. But as between 
building society and the bank there was a dispute, and {this 
was decided by Currry, J., in favour of the former. The legal 
estate remained in the building society, and since the bank had 
not seen the indorsed receipt it could not be said that they had 
advanced howd = Foss : ¢ it. Hence soc = Sen 
esto which co ive her vees society of their 
Sirliees It remained consequently to determine whether the 
bank or Nzwsroox’s cestuis que trust were entitled to rank next 
after the building society. For the cestuis que trust it was 
contended that the conveyance from Nerwsroox to O. was 
under the circumstances void, and further that the bank, 
who derived title under the conveyance, were affected by 
Newsxoox's breach of trust in not receiving the £700. But 
though the mode in which C. the conveyance 
to himself may have been improper, so that as between him 
and Newsroox the latter would be entitled to have it set 
aside, there was no such fraudulent misrepresentation of its effect 
as to make it absolutely void (see Hunter v. Walters, 20 W. R. 218, 
L. R. 7, Ch. 75). Newsroox was, so Currry, J., found, aware 
that by the deed he was selling the property to ©. for 
£700, and this was sufficient to make it effectual as his deed. 
The giving of the receipt for the £700, when the money was not 
in fact paid, was a breach of trust on Nzwsroox’s part, but it 
was not a breach of trust wnich would invalidate the title of a 
subsequent purchaser without notice. Under the will of his 
testator Newsroox was entitled to sell, and the Conveyancing 
Act by section 55 (1) expressly provides that a receipt for con- 
sideration money contained in a deed shall, in favour of a sub- 
sequent purchaser without notice that the money has not been 
received, be sufficient evidence of payment. The bank were 
justified, therefore, in assuming that the £700 had been paid, 
and in their favour the conveyance by Newsroox to ©. 
was a valid exercise by Newsroox of his trust for sale. For 
Newsroox’s cestuis que trust reliance was also placed on the 
principle illustrated by Shropshire Union, §c., Co. v. The Queen 
(28 W. R. 709, L. R. 7 H. L. 496), that a trustee cannot deal 
with trust property to the prejudice of his cestui que trust. But 
the application of the principle depends on the powers which 
have been vested in the trustee by the creator of the trust, and 
if these powers include the power of disposing of the trust pro- 
perty, the protection of the cestuis gue trust has been confided to 
the trustee, and he can give a good title to a purchaser. Other- 
wise it would be impracticable to make a title under a trust for 
sale. 





In THE case of Carter v. Rigby a Queen’s Bench Divisional 
Court (Lord Russett or Kizioweny, 0.J., and Wnricut, J.) has 
disposed of an important appeal from the decision of a county 
court judge refusing to strike out forty-nine out of fifty names 
of persons who were joined as plaintiffs in an action brought 
under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. o. 42), 
and Lord Campbell’s Act (9 & 10 Vict. c. 95) for damages 
in t of fifty deaths caused by the flooding of a coal 
mine belonging to the defendant. It was held that such a 
joinder of plaintiffs was not  sgprerncee under the existing 
County Court Rules, or, semble, yrs ayy by section 6, 
sub-section (3), of the Employers’ Liab Act, 1880, which 
provides that, for the purpose of consolidating actions and 
otherwise preventing their multiplicity, rules and regulations 
may be made in the same manner as rules for regulating the 
practice in other county court actions. The County Court Rule 
upon the subject is ord. 3, r. 1, which, as it is identical with 
ord. 16, r. is ae R. 8. C., cannot have a more — 
operation, and therefore, according to Smurthwaite v. Hannay 
(43 W. R. 113; 1894, A. O. 494), which was a decision u 
the last mentioned rule, does not enable the separate and di 
tinct causes of action of several plaintiffs to be joined in one 
action, and is, moreover, merely concerned with the parties to 
an action. From the case under discussion it now appears that 
merely because the same act of negligence affects several persons 
it does not therefore entitle them to be joined as plaintiffs in 
one action for eg against the defendant. As was stated 
by the Lord Chief Justice in his judgment, it is in every way 
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desirable that ord. 3,r. I, of the County Court Rules, 1889, 
should be amended so as to permit such a joinder to take place 





where, in the opinion of the court, this can be done without’ 
i pete : { cheng in the character of the estate. A well-known 


inconvenience or injustice. 


' 








RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS. q 


Wuere a building estate is put up for sale in lots, and all the! 
lots are sold subject to certain common restrictions, it is well ' 
settled that the purchaser of each lot and his assigns is entitled ' 
to enforce the restrictions against the purchasers of all the| 
other lots and their assigns taking with notice. And this prin-' 
ciple does not depend upon any doctrine of the benefit and 
burden respectively of the covenants entered into by the pur- 
chasers running with the land at law. Partly it depends on the 
equitable doctrine, affirmed by Zulk v. Morhay (2 Ph. 774), that 
the purchaser of land shall not be allowed to use the land in a 
manner inconsistent with a contract entered into by his vendor, 
with notice of which he purchased ; and partly upon the doc- 
trine that, as the restrictions are for the common benefit of all 
the owners and occupiers of land on the estate, there is a 
reciprocal obligation upon all to observe the restrictions. The 
community of interest, as Lord Macnacuren said in Spwer v. 
Martin (37 W. R. 689, 14 App. Cas. 12), necessarily requires 
and imports reciprocity of obligation. Hence there is no 
necessity for each purchaser in his covenant to state that he 
considers himself bound to all the rest. If it appears that, as a 
matter of fact, it was the intention of the vendor and the pur- 
chasers that each of the purchasers was to be bound to every 
other, this is enough without any express provision to that 
effect in the covenants. If it is found, said Lord Esner, M.R., 
in Nottingham Patent Brick and Tile Co. v. Butler (34 W. R. 405, 
16 Q. B. D. 778), that it was the intention that the purchasers 
should be bound by the covenants inter se, a court of equity will, 
in favour of any one of the purchasers, insist upon the perform- 
ance of the covenants by any other of them, and will do so under 
such circumstances without introducing the vendor into the mat- 
ter. And, as the same case shews, it is not for this purpose 
necessary that all the lots should be sold at the same time. The 
same intention to have the benefit of the covenants may exist on 
the part of the various purchasers, although the lots are sold at 
different times, provided they are all in fact sold under the 
same scheme. 

And it seems that the common obligation is imposed not only 
on the respective purchasers, but also upon the vendor, although 
he enters into no express covenant to that effect. Hence, if the 
vendor retains part of the estate, he may not afterwards sell it 
free from the restrictions, nor, whether he retains part or not, 
can he, in the absence of express provision, authorize some of 
the purchasers to violate the restrictions. In Spicer v. Martin 


the restrictions depends upon equitable considerations, it is 
for the court to decline to interfere when the owners hays 


uiesced in a de from the building scheme or jn g 
of this occurred in Duke of Bedford v. Trustees of British Museum 
(2 My. & K. 552), where the plaintiff sought to restrain the 
defendants, who had acquired Montague House, from erecting 
additional buildings at variance with the covenant originally 
entered into with respect to that mansion. Lord Exnon, 0,, de. 
clined to interfere, on the ground that the plaintiff had himself 
altered the character of the estate by allowing the erection of 
buildings and the laying out of streets not originally contem. 
plated. So in Peck v. Matthews (15 W. R. 689, L. R. 3 Eq. 515), 
where a vendor, who had en from each of several 
chasers of plots of a building estate a covenant to build only 
in a specified manner, had allowed material breaches of the 
covenant to be committed by some of the purchasers, the court 
declined to compel another purchaser to observe the covenant, 
He who seeks to enforce a covenant of this kind, said 
Woop, V.C., following the earlier case of Roper v. Williams 
(T & R. 18), must suffer no such breach of the stipulation as 
will frustrate all the benefit that would otherwise accrue to 
the other parties to the agreement. When the uniformity of 
the building scheme has once been broken the advantage of it 
is generally gone, and holders of land on losing the benefit 
the common obligation cease to be under its burden. 


case, and if a waiver of a covenant affects only a small portion 
of the estate, and does not really interfere with the substantial 
maintenance of the building scheme, owners of other portions of 
the estate, especially if they are remote, will not be allowed to 
take advantage of the waiver and treat the restrictions as bei 
altogether at an end. ‘It would be a monstrous rap i 
James, L.J., in German v. Chapman (26 W. R. 149, 7 Oh. D. 271), 
‘‘ if it were the rule of this court that upon such an estate as the 
Westminster Estate in London every one of the houses in Bel- 
grave-square and Eaton-square is freed from any restrictive 
covenant of this kind because in some remote alley or back street 
upon the same estate somebody or other has been permitted to 
do something which is prohibited by his covenants.” This isan 
extreme way of putting the matter, but the Lord Justice went on 
to point out, in accordance with Peck v. Matthews (supra), that 
the real question is whether there has been such a substantial 
change in the character of the place or neighbourhood that 
the whole object for which the covenant was originally entered 
into must be considered to be at an end. It must be added 
that the court does not refuse to enforce the covenants simply on 
the ground of the change in the character of the neighbour 
hood, but on the ground that the person seeking to enforce 
them has either himself brought about the ae or has, at 
any rate, acquiesced in it: Sayers v. Collyer (33 W. RB, 91, 8 
Ch. D. 103). 








(supra) the owner of a block of houses required each lessee, on 
taking his lease, to covenant to use the house as a private 
dwelling-house only. The owner proposed to authorize the 
conversion of several of the houses into an hotel, and an injunc- 
tion against his so doing was granted at the instance of one of 
the lessees. The owner, Lord Macwacuren observed, had 
invited the public to come in and take an estate which was 
bound by one general law—a law calculated and intended to add 
the security of the lessees, and consequently to increase the 
price of the houses. Hence he could not be permitted to destroy 
the thing he had sold by authorizing the use of part of the 
estate for BB opr inconsistent with the general law pur- 
porting to bind the whole. The case of the owner proposing to 
sell under different conditions the part of a building estate left 
unsold at the original sale occu in Mackenzie v. Childers (43 
Ch. D. 265), and with the same result so far as concerned the 
vendor's liability. Kay, “4 held that there was an implied 
agreement on the part of vendor with ev haser that 
he would not, in of the unsold tots; wiailiogion any 
departure from the building scheme, and an injunction was 
acordingly. 

It would, however, be extremely inconvenient if the obligation 
to observe the covenants could be strictly enforced at the instance 
At every owner of land on the estate without regard to the 
actual circumstances of the estate ; and, since the enforcing of 


8 


| The above principles have been considered by the Court of 
| Appeal cad in Knight v. Simmonds (ante, p. 531). In 1858 
a building estate was laid out in lots for private residences snd 
| put up for sale by auction, subject to conditions which prohibited 
any trade or business being carried on upon any lot. Some of 
the lots were sold, and A. was an assignee of part of one of these 
lots. In 1853 the lots not sold at the auction were sold subject 
to the same conditions to B. and ©., who in turn subdi 
their purchase into numerous small lots and sold them subject 
covenants in the main similar to the original covenants, but the 
prohibition agaainst trade was now limited to noisy, noxious, 
dangerous, and offensive trades. D. was a purchaser of one of 
these lote, and E. an assignee of two lote from another ee 
E. commenced to carry on a laundry business, and A. and D. 
claimed an injunction against him. It appeared that to some 
slight extent businesses of this and of other natures had been 
carried on upon the estate, but they were businesses which did 
not attract attention, and there had been in fact no perceptible 
change in the character of the estate. Hence Romzn, J, held 
that the case was not one in which the owners of plots could t6 


said to have uiesced in a 4 ure from 
igi scheme the estate. He w oa distinction, 
A, came in 


however, between the te of A. and of D, a 
the original scheme, was entitled to enforce the covenant 
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This result, however, depends upon the circumstances of each — 
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ves entered into the covenants or not. Hence, 
between A. and E., A. was entitled to object to any trade or 
business being carried on by E., and Romer, J., granted an 
jnjunction accordingly. But for the mutual rights of D. and E. 
the learned judge referred only to the sub-scheme under which 
acquired their plots, and under this D. was only entitled to 
ject to a business which was noisy, noxious, dangerous, or 
osive. As the laundry business was held not to come within 
this category, the action, so far as D. was concerned, failed; 
The judgment of the Court of Appeal seems to have been con- 
fined to the general question whether the character of the estate 
had been so altered with the acquiescence of the landowners as 
to disentitle them to enforce the covenants, and since upon the 
facts they took the same view as Romer, J., his decision was 
affirm 
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REVIEWS. 
ECCLESIASTICAL LAW. 


Tae EccLEsIasTICAL LAW OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND. By the 
late Sir RoBERT PHILLIMORE, Bart., D.C.L., Official Princi of 
the Arches Court of Canterbury. Second Edition. By his son 
Sir WALTER GEORGE FranxK PHILLIMORE, Bart., D.C.L., Barrister- 
at-law, Chancellor of the Diocese of Lincoln, and Official of the 
Archdeaconry of Colchester; assisted by CHARLES FUHR JEMMETT, 
B.C.L., LL.M., Barrister-at-law. In two volumes. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Ecclesiastical law embraces a vast variety of subjects, and the size 
of these two volumes attests the extent of the field which the labours 
of the editor have had to cover. The first edition was founded on 
Dr. Burn’s work, but the author rejected the dictionary form there 
adopted, and, as stated in the preface to the first edition, attempted 
to reduce the law to a system which should be capable of scientific 
study. The arrangement which he devised has in the main been pre- 
served in the present edition, and it enables the law to be set out in 
dear and orderly a. notwithstanding the archmological 
matter and the multitude of details, sometimes trivial and wearisome, 
with which it is encumbered. 

After the few of introduction which constitute Part I., 
Part II. deals at length with the various ranks in the clergy and 
with the incidents of benefices. It is not, perhaps, known to the 
general reader that bishops suffragan are of considerable antiquity, 
and that a statute of Henry VIII. gave a list of places which might 
be taken as sees for bishops of this class. It includes Nottingham 
md Dover, for which places s bishops were appointed in 
1870; and now 51 & 52 Vict. c. 56, which amends the statute of 
Henry VIII., enables the Queen by Order in Council to select other 
towns for the same p se. There is a history attaching also to the 
dice of rural dean. iginally an order of some importance, en- 
trusted with oversight over the general body of the clergy and with 
jurisdiction in ecclesiastical causes, they were gradually ousted by 
the archdeacons, and before the Reformation their power had almost 
disappeared. Lately the office has been resuscitated, the duties of 
the rural dean being now confined to inspection and report. Inte- 
mating information is given with respect to vicars, and to the appro- 
Piation of benefices to the perpetual use of religious bodies which 
rendered n the appointment of a vicar for the actual conduct 
of the services. ese are appropriations proper, and they still exist 
when the benefice is in the hands of a bishop or college. But when 
the benefice has got into lay hands the correct term is impropriation, 
and of gy som a there are said to be in England 3,845. The 
distinction, though not always observed, may be convenient; but 
mother matter of verbal nicety, which the editor has allowed to " 
tems to be a trifle pedantic, The Legislature has made provision 
for chaplains of lunatic asylums, and in the statutes on the subject it 

been content to cull these institutions by their common name, 
but the work before us only recognizes ‘‘ lunatic asyla.” 

Part ITI. is concerned with the Church in her relation to the 
— life of her members. In discussing the rites of the Church, 

deals chiefly with matters of theological interest; but practical 

ce attaches to the lengthy section which treats of the law of 
marriage, and the records of modern litigation give a decidedly | 
oy the section on liturgy and ritual. The curious may 

to this section to discover the nature of a ‘‘ baldachin.” 

‘pplication for a faculty for a baldachin appears 

Wand refused by the Chancellor of London. 

teed that “ the case came upon juc 


An 
= ° have been made 
not 8 to 

and counsel as a motte of weak 
tovelty.”” It is interesting to see elsewhere that according to a con- 
ttitation of Egbert, Archbishop of York (whose date is not given), 
offence of leaving church while the m: is officiating is visited 
excommunication. The chapter on confession, which appears to 





lawful, ought not to be encouraged, 

ity of confession, 

uce the portion of ’s Evidence 

dealing with the subject, with an error in printing , ip. 545), however, 

which represents one paragraph to be original. opinion is ex- 

siotbed ted when the question is again raised in an English court of 

justice the court will not improbably decide it in favour of the 

inviolability of the confession, and expound the law so as to make it 
in harmony with that of almost every other Christian State. é 

The remaining seven out of the ten parts into which the work is 
divided are contained in Vol. IT. include, among much other 
matter, the subjects of discipline and of the property of the Church. 
The chapter on discipline over the laity is very short, the functions 
of the Church in this direction being practically obsolete. ‘‘8 f 
generally,” said Lord Penzance in a we find quoted from his 

_———> Phillimore v. Machon (1 P. D. 480), “it cannot, I think, 

be ubted that a recurrence to the ishment of the laity for 
the good of their souls by the iastical courts would not 
be in harmony with modern ideas, or the position which ecclesiasti- 
cal authority now occupies in this country.” Disci over the 
clergy, however, tends ever to become more effectual, and the latest 
provisions on the subject, those of the Discipline Act, 1892, 
are set out at length. Only one case : 
has as yet come into the law reports—Bishop of Rochester v. Harris 
(1893, P. 137), a case of drunkenness. It may be noticed that 
another case, raising the question whether simony is an offence 
against eamite wilde the meaning of the Act, is now awaiting 
judgment in the Privy Council. The recreations of the clergy come 
in for their due share of remark, and the hunting parson, if he still 
survives, may take comfort from Lord Coke’s dictum that, albeit 
spiritual persons are prohibited by the canon law to hunt, yet the 
recreation of hunting is allowed them by the common law. A few 
pages later (p. 848) the reader will find more serious matter in the 
account of the gars. Poe nape gall cases, — A ee, th 
litigation. In the ealing with property of the ch a very 
full’ chapter is devoted to the subject of tithes and to tithe rent- 
charge, and those on waste and dilapidations, and on letting and 
alienation, are of great practical importance. 2 . 

The above sketch shews the variety of the matters with which the 
editor has had to deal in his task of revision, a task which seems to 
have been performed with great care and completeness. The design 
of the work is to give full information upon every point raised, and 
the text of canons and statutes, as well as the opinions of eminent 
authorities, are quoted at length. Occasionally this gives the — 
ance of diffuseness, and for some purposes the law might with advan- 
tage be stated more concisely ; but the method adds to the value of 
the book as a compendium of the entire law of the Church, and as 
such 8 compendium it will in its es form retain the position of 
authority and usefulness which it already acquired. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Criminal Law of India. By Jonn D. Mayne, Esq., Barrister- 
at-Law. W. Clowes & Sons (Limited). Madras: Higginbotham & 
Co. 

The Duties and Liabilities of Trustees. Six Lectures. By Avcvs- 
TINE BrrREtt, M.P., one of her Majesty’s Counsel. Macmillan & 
Co. (Limited). 

Copyhold Enfranchisement with Reference to the Copyhold Act, 
1894, and Minute and Scales issued by the Board of Agriculture, 
with Particulars of Com ion, &c., paid in several cases of En- 
franchisement. By ARTHUR Draycott, Solicitor, Effingham Wilson. 














CORRESPONDENCE, 
MARRIED WOMAN TRUSTEE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Mr. Justice North » on the hearing of an origi- 
nating summons (Al/sopp & Sons (Limited) and Harkness and Uthers) 
decided that a married woman cannot convey 
estate without the concurrence of her husband, and without acknow- 
l ent by the married woman, 

e trust in question was created and accepted in 1835, and the 
then as ) was married to her husband in 1889—both si 


lady since 
the Married Women’s Act came into operation. The j 
took the view het the Menried Wouen's Property aot only enlin, 
ent was caly eens & aie Ses Saran eae eee 
to which she was eS Se ee in 
trust. We presume he meant in in land personal 
estate not mentioned or referred to by the 18th section of the Act, 
whioh ex states that ehe may transfer or join in 





| certain property without her husband, 
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If this decision is right, it seems to us that the Act creates a 
ridiculous state of things, for section 1, sub-section 2, states that a 
married woman shall be capable of entering into and rendering her- 
self liable, to the extent of her separate estate, on any contract ; and 
section 24 states that the word “‘ contract” shall include the accept- 
aace of any trust or of the office of executrix or administratrix, and 
that the provisions of the Actas to liabilities of married women shall 
extend to all liabilities by reason of any breach of trust or devastavit 
by any married woman being a trustee or executrix or administratrix, 
and her husband shall not be subject to such liabilities unless he has 
acted or intermeddled in the trust or administration. Thus she may 
accept any trust of land, or of any interest in land or other personal 
estate than that mentioned in section 18, and be liable for any breach 
of trust, but she cannot perform the duties of a trustee without her 
husband’s concurrence; and if the husband concurs in any sale of or 
other dealing with the trust property, it seems to us that he would be 
intermeddling in the trust, and would not then be entitled to the 
protection section 24 gives him from liability by reason of any breach 
of trust committed by his wife. 

Section 18 appears to have created a difficulty as toa married 
woman executrix or admiuistratrix or trustee. It was either not 
necessary or is too much restricted in its wording. If the power of a 
married woman who is an executrix, administratrix, or trustee, is 
limited by this section, then the Act is misleading and mystifying, 
and requires amendment as regards the execution of administrations 
aud trusts by married women. 

Our view is that the decision is not in accordance with the meaning 
and spirit of the Act, and that there is nothingin the Act to restrict 
the application of the words of section 1, sub-section 1, and section 5, 
sub-section 2, to real and personal property belonging to a married 
woman beneficially only. Further, it may fairly be inferred that if a 
married woman may accept a trust, she may perform the duties of a 
trustee without her husband’s intervention. 

The decision will no doubt be of interest to your readers, and we 
shall therefore be obliged if you will find space for this in your next 
issue. 

We need hardly say we shall be glad to know your and your 
readers’ views on the matter. WesstErR & St YRING. 

3, Hartshead, Sheffield, June 3. 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S. J.] 





THE CONCLUSION OF INDICTMENTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Many thanks are due to you for refreshing the memory of 
your readers, and of all whom it may concern to prepare indict- 
ments, by the interesting comments on p. 529 of your issue for the 
30th of May, upon the subject of the conclusion of those documents. 

There seems some propriety, as well as an impressive dignity, in 
concluding that crimes are against the peace of the realm, but there 
may be very good reason for discontinuing the statement that they 
are “‘ against the form of the statute in that case made and provided.” 
This latter conclusion can have little or no tendency to convince a 
prisoner that ‘‘a/l unrighteousness is sin,” but may rather suggest 
that he is only tried upon a point of form, and that there is a statu- 
“ way of escape for clever rogues. Biack LETTER. 

une 3, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re THOMPSON, GRIFFITH +. THOMPSON—Chitty, J., 3rd June. 
Coxstavctios—Girrt sy Wiui—Conprrion Svunsequent—RervuGnancy. 


Edward Thompson by his will gave all his property, real and personal, 
to teustees on trust, after paying certain annuities, for division and distri- 
bation among his children, their tive shares to be paid when the 
severally attained twenty-eight, the shares of daughters to be settled. 
The wili farther contained the following clause: *‘ Provided always and 
I hereby direct the trustees or trustee for the time being of this my will 
that in the event of any child or children embracing @ religious life—that 
ie to say, becoming a Roman Catholic priest, monk, nun, sister of mercy, 
or a member of any other religious community bound by a monastic vow 
or vows—then in that case the sion for each euch child as shall be 
& son to be £1,000 to be paid to him if he shall attain not ed twenty- 
eight years, but not otherwise, and for each child as shall a daughter 
to be £500 to be peid to her if she shall attain the age of twenty-eight 
years, but not otherwise on her attaining that age.’’ There was no gift 
over of any of the children’s shares. Henry Thompson, one of the sons, 
aged twenty-five, and who had been for more than a year 4 novice ina 
monastery at e, Claimed to be paid his share of the testator’s 
etate, and the question raised by summons for the decision of the court 
was as to the tt of the condition in the will against auy child em- 


bracing a religious life. 


his death and afterwards ts that it should be paid at some future 
od, that direction is void within the principle of Saunders v. Vavtigy 
Cr. & Ph. 240). The direction, therefore, here for payment at twenty. 
eight is nugatory and void, so that the sons became entitled on the death 
of the testator, and in the case of the daughters their shares wore 
settled. Then as to the clause cutting down this former gift if any of 
the children embrace a religious life. By this clause the testator thought 
that as he had given so he could take away. But it appears to me that 
the testator has tried to cut down a prior absolute gift by a direct condj. 
tion subsequent, which in my opinion is repugnant to the former gj 
and therefore void.—Covnsai, McSwinney, Byrne, Q.C., and P, §. Stokes: 
Medd and Maenaghien. Soutcrrors, Simpson § Co. ; Fooks, Chadwick 
Arnold, § Chadwick. , 
[Reported by Ratecu B. Pariuports, Barrister-a!eLaw. } 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


House of Lords. 
COTTON v. VOGAN—19th May. 


Construction or StatrurE—‘‘ GRAIN BROUGHT INTO THE Port or Lonpoy 
ror Sate ’—MetaGe on Gratn (Port or Lonvon) Act, 1872 (35 & 36 
Vict. CH. c.). 

This was an appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal dated the 29th 
of October, 1895, affirming a judgment of the Mayor’s Court, London, 
upon a special verdict. The case is reported 1895, 2 Q. B. 652. The 
question raised was whether, under the Metage on Grain (Port of London) 
Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. ch. c.), the Corporation of the City of London 
was entitled to demand and receive the City of London grain duty imposed 
by that Act in respect of grain brought into the Port of London not for 
the purpose of being sold as grain, but for the purpose of being mana- 
factured and otherwise dealt with, and of being sold in other forms and 
under other designations. The 4th section of the Act provides that the 
Corporation may demand and receive in respect of all grain brought into 
the Port of London for sale a duty of three-sixteenths of a peony per 
hundredweight; and by section 7 the amount payable in respect of the 
grain duty may be recovered by action of debt from the owners or con- 
signees of the grain in the name of the Chamberlain of the City of London, 
In December, 1893, certain ships brought maize and oats into the Portof 
London. The respondents were dealers in grain, and millers, and were both 
owners and consignees of the maize and oats aforesaid. Svome of the maize 
was sold in the same state as when it arrived, and the respondents admitied 
liability to pay this duty, and paid the amount into court. The remainder 
of the maize was taken to the respondents’ mills, and some 42cwt. was 
ground into meal and sold in that state. The remainder of the maize was 
crushed between rollers and then sifted, and the meal resulting sold 
separately. The crushed maize over was then mixed with crushed beans, 
oats, &c., and sold for horse food. The oats were dealt with, and 
eventually mixed with other materials (beans, peas, and maize), and also 
sold as horse food. The action came on for trial before the Common 
Serjeant and a jury on the 13th of February, 1895, and the jury found 
substantially the facts as above mentioned, and judgment was given in 
favour of the rerpondents. The Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, MB, 
Kay and Rigby, L JJ.) affirmed this judgment. The appellant appealed. 

Tus Hovse (Lords Herscueit, Watson, Suanp, and Davey) dismissed 
the appeal with costs. 

Lord Herscugtt, after stating the facts aud referring to the statate, 
proceeded :—The question is whether the respondents are liable to pay 
this duty. What was sold was not grain. he grain was therefore no 
brought in for sale. This results from the words used. When once itis 
admitted that what was sold was not grain, there is an end of the 





case. 

The other noble lords concurring, the appeal was dismissed with costs. 
—Counser, Sir BE. Clarke. Q.C.; Danckwerts; Joseph Walton, Q1.; 
Albert Gray. Soxicrtrors, H. H. Crawford, Wansey, Bowen, § Co. 


(Reported by C. H. Grarroy, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE DUNLOP PNEUMATIC TYRE CO. (LIM.) v. THE DUNIAP- 
TRUFFAULT CYCLE AND TUBE MANUFACTURING CO. (LIM)- 
Chitty, J., 21st May. 

Trape-NamMe—SimiLaniry—Worp Caicunarep to Decetve—Inxsuncrio® 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs for an interim injunction resteaining 
the defendants from trading under their presert title or from in ay 
manner using the name Dunlop as part of the fftle of the defendant com 
pany, or from using any other title calculated to deceive the public or to 
the public in any way to believe the defendant company wa* in any = 
connected with the plaintiff company. The plaintiff company were 
owners of the patent rights for the Dunlop pneumatic tyres ps nted by 
J.B. Dunlop. Mr. Truffault was the inventor of a contrivance te me 
the jar caused in riding over rough roads. A Mr. 0. Dunlop, who had rf 
been actively connected with the bicycle trade, joined Mr. ‘Cruffault 
promoting the defendant company to work his invention and manufactat 


cycles and steel cycle tubes, prospectus of this company stated re 





the company was self-contained and was in no way connected 
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iff company, and that it was proposed to erect plant for the manu- 
a of cycles and of cold drawn steel cycle tubes without extraneous 
aid otber than for pneumatic tyres. The former of these statements was 
ted in red Jetters on the first page of the prospectus. For the defen- 
oe it was contended that trade-names should not be dealt with on the 
game privciple as trade-marks, that a man had a right to trade in his own 
name, and that the defendants were not even aiming at competing with the 
plaintiffs, as theirs was not a tyre-making company. : 

Currry, J., held that the name Dunlop-had been chosen by the defen- 
dants to create confusion in the minds of the public and make them think 
that the defendants’ company was connected with that of the plaintiffs. 
Aman might trade in his own name, but not so as to take away the 
reputation of an existing trader, as was held in the case known as the 
Day ¢ Martin case, Croft v. Day (7 Beav. 84). As to the defendants not 
competing with the plaintiffs, looking at the objects of the company set 
out in the memorandum, it was clear that they included making complete 
cycles with tyres. The case of Eno v. Dunn (39 W. R. 161, 15 App. Cas. 
952) was worth consideration, as, although a decision on the Trade-Marks 
Act, it shews the principles on which the court may act in the case of 
words calculated to deceive. His lordship thought that it was a casein 
which he ought to interfere at once, and granted an injunction restraining 
the defendants from trading under their present title, and from in any 
manner using after two months from that date the name of Dunlop as part 
of the title of the defendant company, and from using any other title 
calculated to deceive the public or to lead the public to believe that the 
defendant company was in any way connected with the plaintiff company. 
—CounseL, Moulton, Q.C., R. Wallace, Q.C:, J. C. Graham, and 4. J. 
Walter; Farwell, Q.C., and G. F. Hart. Sourscrrors, J. B. Purchase’; 
Williams § Neviiie. 

[Reported by Ratzecu B. Puttirorts, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
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LLOYD’S BANK v. BULLOCK—Chitty, J., 21st May. 


Mortcace—EquirasLe Mortcacrrs—Prioriry—Fraup—Trvust ror SALE 
—ExezcuTion or Dezep—Recerrt 1n Bopy or Drsp—ConveyYANCING AND 
Law or Property Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), ss. 54, 55, 2 (vim1.). 


This was an action to determine the rights of the plaintiff and the 
several defendants respectively to real property worth about £700, which 
formerly belonged to one Hood, who died in October, 1892. The property 
was at that time subject to a legal mortgage made by him to one of the 
defendants, a building society, and he devised the equity of redemption to 
N., another defendant, upon trust forsale. C., the solicitor who acted 
for the society, and also for Hood, and after Hood’s death for N., fraudu- 
lently represented to the society that notice had been given to pay off the 
mortgage, and procured the statutory receipt for the mo money to 
be indorsed upon the deed pursuant to section 42 of the Actof 1874. The 
receipt was dated December, 1892, the day being left blank. C. ob- 
tained the deed thus indorsed, but neither C. nor the society ever received 
themoney. About the 29th of December, 1892, C. deposited with the 
plaintiff, as security for £650 advanced to him, all the title deeds except 
the mortgage to the society, which was not disclosed by the deposited 
deeds, They included a conveyance which C. on the 29th of December, 
1892, obtained from N. This action was brought to determine the 
questions of priority which had arisen between the plaintiff and the 
society, and also between the plaintiff on the one hand and N. and the 
beneficiaries under Hood’s will on the other. 

Ourrry, J., said that the plaintiff’s claim to priority over the society 
was merely equitable. The deeds deposited with the plaintiff apparently 
thowed a good title in C., and the plaintiff had no notice of the mortgage 
tothe society or of the indorsed receipt. The claim on the ground of 
estoppel failed ; there was no case of estoppel under the circumstances. 
The society had not parted with the legal estate ; it still remained in them 
aseecurity, and in respect of that security the society had priority over 
the plaintiff. What was the position as between the plaintiff and N. and 
his cestwis que trustent ? It was contended for the latter that the convey- 
ance of the 29th of December, 1892, was not the deed of N., and that it 
Was void. His lordship held on the facts that the deed was not a mere 
nullity or void, though it might have been voidable as between N. and 
0., on the authority of Hunter v. Walters (20 W. R. 218, 7 Ch. App. 75), 
and National Provincial Bank v. Jackson (34 W. R. 597,33 0h. D. 1). There 
temained the question who had the better equity, the plaintiff or N. and 
his cestwis que trustent. The plaintiff took his equitable security on the 
faith of N.’s conveyance. The plaintiff had no notice that the purchase 
money had not been paid, nor that C., when he deposited that convey- 
ance, had commit or was committing any fraud on N. or the 

ciaries. The plaintiff was entitled to rely on the receipt given by 
N.in the body of the deed. The necessity for an indorsed receipt had 
been abolished by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, as. 54nd 55. By section 
bt, eub-section 1, a receipt for consideration money in the body of the 
was a sufficient discharge for the same to the m paying the 
ame, without any further receipt being ind on the feed. 


¥ section 55, sub-section 1, a receipt for consideration money 
the body of the deed was in favour of a subsequent pur- 
, not having notice that the money had not in fact mn 


» sufficient evidence of the payment. ‘‘ Purchaser’ included an 
Saaitable mort, (section 2, viii.). These enactments brought the case 
Ms the principle on which Rice v. Rice (2 W. R. 139, 2 Drew 73), 

unter v. Walters, and Bickerton v. Watker (34 W. R. 141, 81 Oh. D. 151) 
Weredecided. It was argued for the persons entitled to the purchase money 
Under the trust for sale that they stood In a different position from their 


trustee ; that the plaintiff claimed through a breach of trust on his part; 


Shropshire Union Railways and Canal Co. v. Queen (23 W. R. 709, L. R. 7 
H. L. 496) was relied on. But that case was d le, as between 
himself and the equitable owner the trustee there had no authority 
whatever to deal with the trust pro, . Here the testator, the author 
of the trust, had confided to N. authority to sell the property and to give 
a receipt for the purchase money. The circumstances to his 
lordship to bring the case within the range of the authority of Perry 
Herrick v. Attwood (6 W. R. 204, 2 De Gex & Jones 21), recently approved 
of by the House of Lords in Brocklesby v. The Temperance Building 
Society (43 W. R. 606; 1895, A. C. 173). Farther, Lord Romilly’s 
decision in Worthington v. German (16 W-.R. 187) substantially covered the 
present case, and was in favour of the plaintiff. A judgment for the 
beneficiaries in the circumstances would be disastrous to titles, and in- 
consistent with the 55th section of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and he 
must hold that the plaintiff had priority over N. and the beneficiaries.— 
Counset, Farwell, bc. Younger, and ©. F. Lloyd; Byrne, Q.C., and H. 
Terrell; Alexander, Q.C., and Upjohn. Soxicrrors, , Labor. $ 
Hardcastle, for Cooper $ Co., Newcastle, Staffs.; Pitman ¢ Sons, for F. W. 
Bayley, Newcastle, Staffs.; J. W. Sykes, for T. B. Sproston, Newcastle, 
Staffs. 
[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Winding-up Cases. 
Vaughan Williams, J., 8th May. 


Practice Drrecrioxn— Company— Winpinc vp—Paoxy —Jom Stock 
Compantgs ARRANGEMENT Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 104). 


Vavcuan Wituiams, J., made the following practice direction as to 
proxies to be used at meetings held to sanction schemes under the Joint 
Stock Companies Arrangement Act, 1870. Proxy papers should follow the 
office form settled by the j , which empowers the **to vote for 
me and in my name [ the said scheme, either with or without 
modification as my proxy may approve,”’ and contains ite the blank 
a marginal note as follows: ‘‘If for, insert ‘for’ ; Co ps insert 
‘against,’ and strike out the words after ‘ scheme,’ and initial such altera- 
tions.—CovnseL, Kirby. Soxtcrrors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. 

{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law.] 








High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


DRURY v. ARMY AND NAVY CO-OPERATIVE SOCIETY (LIM.}— 
13th May. 


Party Watt—Watt Exrenpinc Asove Apsornixne Britpinc—Watt 
Drviptne a Buriprnc or THE WargnHovuse Ciass EXxTenDING TO MORE 
THAN 250,000 Cuntc Fretr—Lonpon Bumpine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. 
c. ccxit.), 8s., 59 anp 75. 


This was a case stated by a metropolitan police 
London Building Act, 1894. An information was ie 
County Council against the dents under the London Building Act, 
1894, for erecting a building without regard to the provisions of sections 
54 (3) and 77 (3) of that Act. Section 75 provides (inter alia) as follows : 
** Except as in this section provided, no —— of the warehouse class 
shall extend to more than 250,000 cubic feet, unless divided by party walls 
in such manner that no division thereof extend to more than 250,000 
cubic feet. Section 54 (3) contains the that *‘ an shall 
not be made in any party wall ex in accordance with the 
this Act in relation thereto.’’ Section 77 (3) provides that an 
not be made in any party wall or in two external walls dividing i 
which, if taken together, would extend to more than 250,000 cubic feet, 
except under certain conditions as to its size and as to contrivances for 
closing it. The building complained of was of the warehouse 
was of a capacity of 657,408 cubic feet. It was ee party walls. 
One portion of the b » separated by a party from 
extended only to one storey, while the adjoming 
of five storeys. That part of the wall separating 
extended to the first storey, was admitted to be 
respondents contended that above the first 
party wall, and was therefore as to that 
provisions of the Act. The magistrate 
contended on behalf of the London County 
nego! onal a impossible = a wall hy a 
to part of its t and not a party as to remaining part. 
Section 59 (1) is as follows: ‘‘ Every party wall shall be carried 
thickness in a building of the warehouse class 
wall in the topmost storey, and in any other 
inches above the roof, flat, or gutter 
thereto, to such a height as 
warehouse class ex: thirty feet in 
(in any other building) of fifteen inches, 
slope of the roof, or fifteen inches above the 
gutter as the case may be. Westen v. Arnold, 
ye Ocoar (Wane ap hy ees Sy aN 

uz Court (Waicur Luuns, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Wrhisur, J., said that it was not contended 
would have been a y wall under the old Acts. Section 
appear to his lordship to bear the construction contended for. 
section 75 the term party wall technical sense. 
a man built an external wall, it 


te under the 


° 








that their equity, which was prior in point of time, was not displaced. 
In Support of this argument the Aecislon of the House of Lorde in The 


lower than his own, the wall ccased to 
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raised above the lower house. Section 75 had not the effect of making a 
wall a party wall above the point where it ceased to divide the buildings. 

Coutts, J., said that but for section 75 the wall in question would not 
have been a party wall. It was said that the effect of section 75 was to 
coustitute the walls therein mentioned party walls. But a party wall was 
defined, in section 5 of the Act, to be ‘‘a wall forming part of a building 
and used or constructed to be used for separation of adjoining buildings 
belonging to different owners or occupied or constructed or adapted to be 
occupied by different persons.”” The case of Westou v. Arnold was a deci- 
sion to the effect that there was no presumption that a wall was a party 
wall as regards the whole of its height. Mr. Avory contended that accord- 
_ ing to section 59 a party wall must be carried up three feet above the 

highest adjoining building. But all the section meant was that so far as 
a wall was a party wall it was to comply with the provisions of the 
section, but so far as it was not it was not to be fettered by them; and 
unless the wall wasa party wall the section did not apply.—Covunszt, 
Horace Avory; McCall, Q.C,, and R. C. Glen. Soticrrors, Blazland ; 
Tyrrell, Lewis, ¢ Co. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsran im, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE RHYMNEY IRON CO. (LIM.) v. J. A. FOWLER, SURVEYOR OF 
TAXES—13th May. 


{xtanp Revenve—Incomgs Tax—Batance or Prorits anp Garns—Depvc- 
tions—ConsrisvTions BY CoLtigery Owners To CoaL AssoclaTION— 
Money Lamp Ovr WuHotty ror Bustness Purposrs—-5 & 6 Vict. c. 35, 
Scuepuites A anp D. 


This was a case stated by the Commissioners of Income Tax. Aia 
meeting of the commissioners held at Tredegar on the 30th of October, 
1895, tne Rhymney Iron Oo. (Limited), appealed inst an assessment 
made upon the company as colliery proprietors under Schedule D of the 
Income Tax Acts for the year 1895-96, on the ground that in arriving at 
the profits assessable no deduction had been made for sums contributed 
by the company to the Monmouthshire and South Wales Coal Owners’ 
Association. The amount claimed as a deduction was £601 5s., being the 
yearly average of the excess of their contributions over the amounts 
received as indemnities during the five years to the 5th of April, 1895. 
The appellants were members of the association, and contributed to the 
funds thereof in the proportion provided for by a deed of arrangement, 
and by clauses 80 to 84 provision was made for the support by the associa- 
tion of any member by way of indemnity, more especially in the event of 
ttrikes. The appellants urged that the subscriptions should be treated as 
an insurance against loss caused by labour disputes, and that these dis- 
bureements were made exclusively for the purposes of trade, being made 
solely to secure and indemnify the subscriber against loss or diminution 
in his receipts. The surveyor of taxes contended that by section 8 of 29 
& 30 Vict. c. 36 collieries were to be assessed according to the rules pre- 
scribed by Schedule D of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 35 so far as the same were consistent 
with the rules laid down in No. III. of Schedule A of the same Act; that 
the deduction claimed was not admissible, inasmuch as it did not fall 


A or Schedule D; that the balance of profits and gains was the difference 
between the receipts and the expenditure necessarily incurred in obtaining 
those receipts ; that the contributions to the association were purely volun- 
tary, and formed no part of the working expenditure of the colliery ; that 
only the costs and expenses of production could be deducted from the 
peng Led ran pgm B og Rea a totally different character 
from cost of production ; t they were not a necessary payment 
auas wie att olatedie ay eheabebay 5 tht he a Be 
tions were i as utely necessary worki mses of the 
colliery, and confirmed the assessment. The question for the opinion of 
the court was whether the contributions were a proper deduction in 
em, chang? nmpediyy a colliery for income tax purposes. 
(Pottock, B., and Bruce, J.) dismissed the appeal. 
iding this case we must go by the words of the Act 
This Coal Owners’ Association was formed for the pur- 
ing mutual assistance to each other in working 
ly in the case of strikes, and the appellante, 
as members, paid certain contributions to the association. This is not the 


: going 

seems to me this was not money laid out wholly and entirely for business 
Purposes within the Act, but to meet a contingency which might cause 
the mine to be unable to be worked, which is a very different case. I 
dotibt very much whether the case of Watson v. Royal Insurance Co. (1896, 
I |. B. 41) applies to the present case at all. There must be judgment 
for the Crown. 

Barce, J.—I am of the same opinion. A dismissed.—Covnsz1, 
Asquith, ac. = Muir gs sf Sir R. Webster, A.G., and Danckwerts. 

oLsctrors, H. Percy Beec ‘or Simons & Sons, Pontypridd ; Solicitor o 
Ideod Boome. 6 ' ~ : 

[Reported by E. G. Sritiweit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE SMELTING CO. OF AUSTRALIA, (LIM.) (Appellants) ». THE 
COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE (Respondents) —13th, 
lth, and 72nd May. 


Istasp Revewce—Srame Derr—“‘Converance om SaLe”’—SHARE IN A 
Parewr—Lacesce to Use Patrewt— Prorzntrry ’—‘ Prorguty Locatty 
Sercere Ovresps tux Usrren Krsapom ’—Srame Act, 1891 (54 & 55 
Vict. c. 30), 8. 0, ecn-sacnion 1, axp Scuzpuie I. 

This was 2 case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue pur- 

gyant to the 13th section of the Stamp Act, 1991 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 39). 

On the 13th of November, 1895, an instrument was presented on behalf of 





the ap 


pellants under the provisions of section 12 of the above Act for the 
opinion of the Commissioners as to the stamp duty with which it wag 
c le. The instrument was an agreement seal, dated the Ist 
of August, 1895, for the sale of several rights and properties forming part 
of the Lakelands Estate, Dlawarra, in the colony of New South Wales, 
Tt was made between the Camden Syndicate, Limited, the vendors, of the 
one part, and the appellants, the purchasers, of the other part. The 
consideration was to be £300,000. It was made and executed in E 
and the syndicate and the appellants were respectively companies > 
porated under the Companies Acts having red offices and 
on business in England. The appellants sa the Commissioners that 
all the rights and properties agreed to be sold, with two exceptions, came 
within the exceptions contained in sub-section 1 of section 59 of the 
Stamp Act, 1891, and were therefore exempt from the duty imposed by 
that sub-section. The said exceptions were, firstly, the benefit of a sole 
licence which had been granted to the syndicate to uee in the [lawarr 
district of New South Wales the invention protected by a certain 
and, secondly, one equal half-share or interest in the said patent in all 
the improvements thereof which might be thereafter patented by the owners 
thereof. These rights and properties were assigned unto the appellants 
by an indenture dated the 26th of November, 1895. This indenture was 
stamped in accordance with the law of New South Wales with » 
stamp duty on the consideration of £50,000, which was the proportion of 
the total consideration attributable to such rights an peop 
The commissioners were of opinion that the rights conferred by said 
patent and licence were respectively interests in property within the 
meaning of section 50, sub-section 1, of the Stamp Act, 1891, and that 
thie appellants had failed to shew that the same came within any of the 
classes of property which under the terms of the said sub-section were 
excepted from liability to duty thereunder. They therefore held that 
the instrument was chargeable under that section and sub-section with the 
duty chargeable under the head ‘‘ Conveyance on Sale ’’ in the first 
schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891, and accordingly assessed such duty at 
£250, being 5s. for every £50. The commissioners were also of opinion as 
to the rights and properties, other than the above two exceptions, that 
the instrument was an agreement under seal, further chargeable under 
the head “‘ Deed of any kind whatsoever not described in this schedule” 
in the first schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891, with the additional duty of 
10s. They assessed the duty thereon accordingly, and the instrument 
was stamped in conformity with the assessment. The questions for the 
opinion of the court were (1) whether the instrument was chargeable with 
the duties of £250 and 10s. in accordance with the assessment of the com- 
missioners; (2) if not, with what duty the instrument was c 
Section 59, sub-section 1, provides that ‘‘ any contract or agreement made 
in England or Ireland under seal, or under hand only, or made in Scot- 
land, with or without any clause of registration, for the sale of any 
equitable estate or interest in any property whatsoever, or for the sale of 
any estate or interest in any pro except lands, tenements, heredita- 
ments or heritages, or property locally situate out of the United - 
dom, . . . shall be charged with the same ad valorem duty, to be 
by the purchaser, as if it were an actual conveyance on sale of the estate, 
interest, or property contracted oragreed to be sold.”” The following cases 
were pdr y during the arguments: By the appellants, Attorney-General 
v. Bouwens (4 M. & W., at p. 191); Reg. v. County Court Judge of Halifes 
(1891, 2 Q. B. 263); Heap v. Hartley (838 W. R. 136, 42 Ch. D. 461); 
Limmer Asphalt Paving Co. v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (20 W.! 
610, L. R. 7 Ex. 211); by the mdents, Potter and Others v. Commis 
sioners of Inland Revenue (10 Ex. 147). 
Tue Covrr (Potxocx, B., and Brvos, J.), in a considered judgment, 
dismissed the ap with costs. ; 
Po.iocx, B.—The question we have to decide is whether a sole licence 
to use a patent in New South Wales is the subject matter of a stamp duty. 
Section 59, sub-section 1, speaks of any deed for the sale of aay 
‘ property.” Is this licence “ property’? That word has a very general 
and comprehensive meaning. There are decided cases which shew that 
the word “ p ” as here used in the instrument in question is wel 
within the meaning of that section: see judgment in Birchall v. Pugis 
(L. R. 10 C. P. 397). In Potter v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue the 
assignment by deed of the goodwill of a trade was held to be a convey- 
ance of = af ” within the Stamp Act, 13 & 14 Vict. c. 97, and as 
such was liable to an ad valorem duty. In construing the word “ pre 
perty’’ in revenue cases we ought to look at the popular rather than the 
technical meaning of the word. ‘To arrive at the real meaning it is 
always necessary to get an exact conception of the aim, scope, and 
of the whole Act.”” (Maxwell on ae of Statutes, p. 29.) 
Heap v. Hartley and Muskett v. Hill (5 Bing. N.C. 694) depend upon the 
technical meaning of the word, and in no way help us in arriving st th 
meaning of the word “ y’”’ in this case. Then does it come withis 
in the section, ‘‘ lands, tene here- 
ditaments or heritages, or locally situate out of the United 
Kingdom’’? Those words seem clearly appli ble to hereditaments out 
ays 


side the kingdom. get aetocge sre | _ 

fore I come to the conclusion that t property” that it is uo 
within the exception ; and that it is liable to this tax. 

Bavcs, J., read a j t to the same effect. Appeal dismissed with 


costs,—Counszn, A. 7. 
and Danckwerts. Sorscrrons, Ince, Colt, 
Revenue. 


wrence and St. L. Leslie; Sir R. Fi Be 
$ Insc; Solicitor of I 


{Reported by EB. G. Srrutwewt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LE NEVE FOSTER (Appellant) v. FYFE & PROCTOR (Respondents)- 
19th May. 





| Miwns Act—Enyoucement oy Act—Ovvences acainet Tux Act—La® 
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matton—Jervis’s Act, 1848 (11 & 12 Vicr. oc. 43), s. 10—Merat- 
-ursrous Mines Recvutation Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. 77), ss. 


33, 35 

ial case stated by the justices of Carnarvon. The question for the 
m of the court was whether an of metalliferous mines 
could lay an information under the Metalliferous Mines Regulation Act, 
1972, by an agent, or whether the provisions of that Act excluded the 
rules of the Summary Jurisdiction Acts. Section 33 of the 
erous Mines Regulation Act, 1872, directs that ‘‘all offences and 
penalties under the Act, and all money and costs directed to be zecovered 
as petialties, may be prosecuted and recovered in the manner directed by 
the Summary Jurisdiction Acts before a court of summary jurisdiction.” 
Section 35 of the same Act is as follows :—‘‘ No ution shall be insti- 
tuted against the owner or agent of any mine to which this Act applies 
for any offence under this Act which can be prosecuted before a court of 
summary jurisdiction except by an inspector or with the consent in 
writing of a Secretary of State.’’ Section 10 of the Summary Jurisdic- 
tion Act of 1848 directs that every information, unless some particular 
Act of Parliament shall require otherwise, may be laid by the complainant 
or informant in person, or by his counsel or attorney or other person 
authorized on that behalf. The facts stated in the special case were 
these. On the 9th of December, 1895, one Morgan, an inspector 
of police (who admittedly was not an of metalliferous 
mines), purporting to act as an authorized agent of the appellant, 
the duly appointed inspector of such mines in that district, laid and 
signed an information on the appellant’s behalf against the respondents 
for unlawfully failing to cause the top of a certain shaft of a certain mine 
to be, and to be kept, securely fenced for the prevention of accidents, 
contrary to section 13 of the Metalliferous Mines Regulation Act, 1872. 
The appellant and his solicitor appeared before the justices to give 
evidence, as did also the inspector of police by whom the information was 
laid. Before the case was opened the owners of the mine took a prelimi- 
nary objection that the information was es laid. The justices 
decided that under section 35 of the Act the information must be laid by 
the inspector or with the consent in writing of a Secretary of State, and 
declined to proceed with the hearing of the case. For the appellant it 
was contended that section 35 did not confine the laying of the informa- 
tion to one of two classes of persons, but directed simply that the prosecu- 
tion must be instituted by an inspector or, if by a private individual, then 
that the consent in writing of a Secretary of State must be obtained. It 
directed solely that the inspector of mines must authorize prosecutions 
to be brought in his name in the first instance, and not merely give his 
consent to proceedings that had been instituted by an unauthorized 
person. There was no evidence that the inspector had not directed the 
present pi ings to be instituted by the informant as his t, and he 
was present himself to give evidence to that effect when the case was 
on. He had, therefore, complied with the Act, and the justices 
were wrong in refusing to hear and determine the case. For the re- 
spondents counsel contended that the justices were right, and cited in 
“ye of his contention Anderson v. Hamlin (25 Q. B. D. 221) and Kyle 

v. Barber (52 J. P. 725). 

Tur Court (Lord Russert or Kiutowen, C.J., and Wis, J.) allowed 
the appeal. The question raised by the special case was not whether the 
police inspector was the duly authorized agent of the appellant for the 
pirPoses of this information, but whether section 35 of the Act of 1872 

not prohibit any information being laid except by the inspector of 
personally unless the informant fad the written authority to do so 
from a Secretary of State. In their opinion the section did not go so far 
as that; it was not a case of where the complaint or information must be 
made by A. or B., and no other person could do so. The object of the 
Act was to prevent prosecutions by private individuals, and the section 
provided accordingly that the inspector of mines must be the judge whether 
or not a particular prosecution should be instituted. When he decided 
that proceedings were to be taken, then there was nothing in that séction 
or in the Act which excluded the provisions of section 10 of Jervis’s Act 
from applying, and the information could be preferred by the informant or 
any other person authorized by him to do so. The justices were, 
ore, wrong in the conclusion they had come to. The case was 
accordingly remitted to them to hear and determine the matter. OounsgL, 
Sutton ; Macaskie, Soxicrrors, Solicitor to the Treasury ; James Neale. 


[Reported by Easxrnz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


COOK (Appellant) v. HAINSWORTH (Respondent)—19th May. 


Loca, Government—Loca, Improvement Acrs—Byr-Laws—VALipiTy— 
8 or Propossp Buruprncs—Powsrs cr Corporation to Dts- 

ArPprove or Puians—Noricr to Stor Bumpme Disrecarpap— 
ALTY. 


This was a case stated by C. Milner Atkinson, Esq., a stipendiary police 
for the city of Leeds. An information was pref by 
Davidson Hainsworth, the respondent, an inspector of new 4 for 
that city, acting on behalf of the Corporation, charging George , the 
t, that he in September, 1895, did unlawfully erect certain new 
gs, to wit, a house and shops, in Otley-road and Wood-lane, 
y ley, in the said city, without ha the plans thereof approved 
by the tion as required by bye-law No. 61 of the bye-laws relating 
to new streets and buildings duly made’ and ordained by the Council of 
the city, and further alleging that on the Ist of October, 1895, the 
Corporation gave written notice of the said alleged offence to the appellant. 
Shaae No. ot divi provide that any person who erect a new 
ou 
the Corporation and 


previously twenty-one days’ notice in writing to 


erecting buildings ‘from 
be liable for each offence to a penalty. 
appellant gave the Corporation notice of his intention to erect the premises 


having had the plans approved of by the Corporation, or in any wise 


in question and deposited plans and sections ind’ in detail the 
buil s which it was proposed to construct. On the of that month 
the Corporation gave the notice in writing that the plans were- 


appellant 
disapproved of as failing to comply with the 
the local improvement Acts. In of ppellan 
menced to build. ne were therefore taken against the buil: 
owner, and the magistrate that the bye-law was reasonable, an 
imposed a penalty of £3, inclusive of costs. The building owner appealed, 
and the question for the opinion of the court was whether the conviction: 
was right. Counsel on behalf of the a it contended that the bye-law 
was unreasonable and bad because it gave an absolute power of veto to the 
Corporation whether the provisions of the bye-law as to plans were 
complied with or not, It was therefore ultra vires, inasmuch as it was 
unauthorized by = statute. For the respondent counsel contended that — 
the bye-law was valid and was not ultra vires, being made in accordance 
with powers expressly given to the Corporation by certain local improve~- 
ment Acts. He cited Baker v. Mayor, §c., of Portsmouth (25 W. R. 677, 3 
Ex. D. 4), Hall v. Nizon (23 W. R. 612, L. R. 10Q. B. 152), Reg. v. Mayor 
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne (60 L. T. 963), Robinson v. Local Board of Barton Eccles 
(8 A. C. 798). The building owner, instead of commencing to erect the 
buildings after receiving notice from eRe pr Rare ay lans were 
not approved, ought, if he considered aggrieved at decision 
the Corporation had arrived at, to have appealed to the quarter sessions 
under section 128 of the Leeds Improvement Act, 1866, the provisions of 
which were incorporated with the Leeds Improvement Act, 1877, or he 
ought to have applied to the High Court for a mandamus to compel the 
Corporation to the plans. 

Tue Court i the appeal. 

Lord Russert or Kittowen, O0.J., in giving judgment, said that the 
principle of law raised by the appeal was one of importance; but the 
question they had to decide was simple, for it came down to this, whether 
or not bye-law No. 61 was valid or not. The Corporation had expressed 
their disapproval of certain plans sent in by the ap t relating to 
some houses he proposed to erect, and it was to be n that the Corpora- 


tion in deciding not to pass the plans gave the reasons for their dis- 
approval. The bui owner this notice and was summoned 
by the Corporation. eh the case came before the magistrate he con- 


tended that the bye-law was bad; and the Corporation took up this 
ground, not that they could, by virtue of the bye-law, without any reason, 
disapprove of plans; not that their decision, whether right or wrong, was 
final ; but that they had given certain reasons for their disapproval and 
that the magistrate was not the proper judge to decide whether the 
grounds of objection were good or but was bound to impose a 
penalty for breach of the bye-law. There was a remedy by appeal or 
mandamus, if properly menial, open to the building owner if the objection 
of the Corporation to the plans was arbitrary or unreasonable. The facts 
shewed that the building owner had done that which made him incura 
penalty under the bye-law. It was a fallacy to suggest that the power of 
the Corporation was limited in such matters to the powers vested in them 
by the bye-laws alone, and their decision was right or according as 
the bye-law was shewn to be reasonable or not, when the bye-laws were 
made under powers given by general Acts of Parliament which the 
Corporation were bound to take into consideration. The conviction was 
in his opinion right, and ought to be affirmed. 

Wuzts, J., concurred. He thought that any bye-law which gave an 
unqualified and absolute power to a corporation to apply for a penalty 
merely because the building was begun without their approval having 
been rst obtained under all circumstances would be an unreasonable one, 
looking at the general legislation ie in other places. In face of 
the decision given in Reg. v. The Mayor of Newcastle-upon-Tyne it would be 
impossible to hold that under these bye-laws the tion had an 


absolute discretion to disapprove of submitted to them on the simple 
ground that in their opinion the ding was not desirable. The party 
affected by an adverse decision of the Corporation of Leeds was not neces- 


sarily bound by that decision, for there was express pro 

his ob remedy both in the bye-laws themselves and in the lecal 
Acts of Parliament. He, therefore, could not say that the bye-law was 
unreasonable. Ap a dismissed.—Covunsst, Lawson Walton, 
Q.0., and Bairstow ; Forbes, Q.C., and Sir George Morrison. Sowrcrrors, 
ae. almainad Co., for Middleton, Leeds ; Patersons $ Co., for J. Harrison, 


(Reported by Ensxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law.)} 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
LAW ASSOCIATION, 


At a meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, on Thursday, the 4th inst., the following being t—viz., 
Mr. John Vallance (chairman), 

Alfred CO. Cronin, Samuel J. Daw, Harry Curtis N 
Sidney Smith, Arthur Toovey, and 
of £965 was distributed in grants of relief, and oth 
transacted. 


—_—-— _ a —= 








vering plans and sections shewing in detail the 
f the proposed new buildings, or without ! 


situation, character 


, and size o 








The death in announced of Mr. W. M‘Laughlin, Q.C., a well-known 
momber of the Irish bar. 


$48 ee THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
TRINITY HONOUR EXAMINATION, 1896. 


Examration or Srupgnts or THE Inns or Court HELD aT LINcOLN’s 
Inn mn May. 


The Council of Legal Education have awarded to Charles Maturin, 
Gray’s Inn, and to Edward George Hemmerde, Inner Temple, and 
Frederick Edward Smith, Gray’s Inn (equal), Certificates of Honour; to 
John Donaldson Harward, Inner Temple, and Charles Maturin, Gray’s 
Inn equal), the Special Prize of £50 for the best examination in Consti- 
tuti Law and History; to Arthur Francis Graham Everitt, 
Lincoln’s Inn, Cornelius Lyhane, Middle Temple, Harry Proctor, Lin- 
coln’s Inn, and John Arthur Slater, Middle Temple, pass certificates ; to 
Cornelius Lyhane, Middle Temple, the Campbell Foster Pmze (Middle 

)};, amd to Charles Maturin, Gray’s Inn, the Barstow Law 


The stadentahip was not awarded. 

The Council have awarded pass certificates to the following :— 

Luxcotn’s Ixx.—Edward Bateson, Edmund Holmes Blakesley, Sydney 
Albert Christopher, Henry Vernon Drake-Brockman, William Lyle Gal- 
braith, Harold Featherston Johnston, Edward Herbert Jones, David 


Maughan, Geo > Wightman Powers, Bawa Dhanwant Singh, John 
Patrick Walsh, Wolcott Warner, William Llewelyn Williams, and 
Archibald Alfred Willis. 


Ivyzz Teupie.—Arthur Joseph Barry, John James Bell, Percy Merceron 
Burton, James Archibald Christie, Walter Samuel Cohen, William Thomas 
Patrick Coyle, Henry Latham Currey, Reginald Allen Daniell, Charles 
Nathaniel Tindale Davis, Charles Edward Malet de Carteret, Edward 
Herbert Merivale Drury, Harish Chauder Dutt, Percival Charles Elgee, 
Harold Ellis, Arthur Francis Haddan, Edgar Hazell, Charles James Hig- 
oo, Edward Hilliard, Stuart Henry James Johnson, Ernest Yarrow 

ones, Frank yg ae Allan MacLean, ree Frederick 
Dendy Marshall, Richard Martineau, Paulus ward Pieris, 
Labhadaya Ram Mohun Ray, Oswald Richard Robinson, William Cald- 
Percy Sanger. Frank Brodie Sherr ww North 
. i ing, William North Symonds, and John 
Selden Willmore. tings signee 

Mippiz Texris.—Hashmatrai Alumal Bhojvani, Herbert Gordon Bois, 
Arthur James Horatio Dakeyne Cannon, Parlap Ram Chandra, Jean Rene 
Lucien Clair, Bernard Leake Coleman, Rustom Sorab Dantra, Samuel 
Robert Earle, William Nembhard Hibbert, Mohamed Ibrahim, William 
Smith Jarratt, Mohamed Abdul Kadir Khan, Gilbert Arnold Koek, Alfred 
Charles Larking, Harry Bollen Longhurst, Joseph Bridges Matthews, and 


Husain Budroodin Tyabji. 

Gray’s Iys.—Bakhshe Gokal Chand, Chichester Crookshank, Robert 
Ernest William Beare Incledon-Webber, William Joseph 
Kenny, and Francis Bernard Sykes. 

ee ge egreag oe 118, _— 70, failed 48, of whom nine were 

or examinati i 
ordered 1 admitted on again until the Hilary 


The following passed in Roman Law only :— 

Lascotx’s Ixw.—Adams Robert Wallace Atkins, Syed Zeauddin Ahmed 
Balkhi, Arthur Cecil T. Beck, Ernest Charles Clay, Narayan Dass, 
William Caleb Dixon, Greenwood, Jotirao Bhasker Khasgiwale, 
Abdul Aadir Mahroof, J Nath Mckerjee, Sripata Charan Roy, 
Syed Mohamed Shere, and William Rapsey Southeard. 

Ixuze Tzxriz.—Nalini Kanta Banerjee, Edward Church Bliss, Charles 
Edward Albrice Castellain, Harry Clover, Isaac Redwood Davies, Herbert 
Churchill Wrigley Grimshaw, Herbert Bruce Hannah, Arthur Hawley, 
Acheson Fitz Gerald Henderson, se gr Hinkson, the Hon. Hubert 
George Lyulph Howard, Carl Wilhelm Thalman Biccord Juta, Robert 
Love, Cyril Edgar Martineau, William Wilmott Mawson, William Bennett 
Pike, Robert Amyatt Ray, Robert Bannerman Fraser Robertson, Walter 
Rogers, Percy Shearman-Turner, and George Reginald Toller 

Mipptz Tzmetz.—Henry Leonard Herbert Andrews, John Bridge 
Aspinall, Douglass Horace Boggis-Rolfe, Bhupati Nath Das, Charles 
Henry — de Gannes, brad i a te ng Clayton 
Greene, Edgeriey Hilditch, Francis Joseph ili Wil 

so 2nd Jom Jackson Wilks. ais plaid 

RAT'S — Phillips Griffith-Jones, 
sao weiss 

Number i 54; passed, 48. Of the six candidates who failed 
three were ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the 


Hilary ‘ 
ee te ee Lee : Legal History :— 
ugustin Stanislaus Ghosh, Cham Rai Jain, Syed 
Ahmad Nawab, Balwant and Gilbert Locke Venables. ed 
Levee Texriz.—Maurice Baker, Basil Ion Gawaine Temple Black- 
wood, Edward Williams Tom Liewelyn Brewer, H Ernest Brittain, 
Henry Alwyn Bros, Thomas Stanley Alfred Canney, William Blacklock 
ear James Ngee, Honey’ Witten ™ Gellibrand, ~— slater 
Kichard Grant iliiam Arthur Pateshall 


3 , Frank Brough, Willis 
Caine, George Gerald Coulter, Frederick Reinhardt Cronjé, Thomas 
Charles Fenton, Harold Graham Clifton Marsh, James Duncan Millar, 

Mohammad Gholam 


f 


of 








Sadig, elon 


Gray’s Inn.—Hans Raj Bhandari, John Theodor Gunther, Frank Lione) 
Haigh, John Macdonald Henderson, Ernest Lewis Hopkins, Robert Alfred 
Leach, Emile Nathan, and Charles Purchas. 

Number examined, 68 ; passed, 44. One candidate was ordered not to 
be admitted for examination again until the Hilary Examination. 

The following passed in Roman Law, Constitutional Law, and Legal 
History :— 

Be Tsmpis.—Joseph Ormond Andrews, Charles Cuthbert Eley, and 
ic ; 
Mrpptz Tempre.—John Bowen Davies and John Francis Johns. 
Grayr’s Inn.—Mauing Tha Gywe and Hirjibhoy Hormusji Wadia. 
Number examined, 10; passed, 7. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpvgr or Court. 
Saturday, the 30th day of May, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Currry (1895—H.—No. 2,114). 
Between Willoughby Bathurst Hemans, plaintiff, and Walter W. Smith 
& Co. (Limited), defendants. 
Between William Colman, plaintiff, and Walter W. Smith and 0o, 
(Limited) (by order of revivor), defendants. Hatssvry, 0. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. R. W. M. Futtarron, Q.C., on the 29th 
ult. He was the son of the late Mr. Archibald Fullarton, of Glasgow. 
He was born in 1835, and educated at Cambridge ; and was called to the 
bar at the Inner Temple in 1865, and was a member of the South-Eastern 
circuit. He was made a Queen’s Counsel in 1891. 





APPOINTMENT. 
Mr. Srewant Cuarrue has been appointed Assistant Clerk of the Rules 
and Orders in the Probate Division, in succession to the late Mr. Charles 
Button. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Mr. Jouw Kraxe.—£20 Rewarp.—Wantep, the Last Witt and Tzst 
ment of Joun Kirxe, Esq., who died at Hoffman-house, Los Angeles, 
California, North America, on the 2nd of October, 1895. The deceased 
was a barrister of the Middle Temple, but never practised. Some years 
ago he was a member of the Oriental Club, Hanover-square, and of the 
Royal Geographical Society. From 1892 to 1895 he resided at times in 
Stockwell-park-walk, Brixton, London, but was generally travelling 
abroad. Any person handing over the above document will receive the 
above reward, and any one giving information leading to the finding 
thereof will be suitably rewarded. Communications should be made # 
Surpron, Hattewe.t, & Co, Solicitors, Chesterfield. 

Mr. Anprew Rosent Hammonp.—Anyone knowing of any Wis 
made by the late Mr. Avprew Rozext Hammonp, who was recently killed 
in Matabeleland, will kindly Communicats with Messrs. J. R. Roneers & 
Wurcutson, Solicitors, 73, Basinghall-street, E.C. 


GENERAL. 


It will be of interest to the many friends of Sir Arthur Collins, Chief - 
Justice of Madras, to know that he has arrived at Bailey’s Hotel, 
Gloucester-road. 

The Dublin correspondent of the Times says that the list for the Irish 
Trinity sittings is light, and contains but few cases which are likely 
excite much public interest. 

The Duke of York, who is a bencher of the Honourable Society of Lis 
coln’s Inn, has intimated his intention of dining in the hall on the 
oceasion of Grand Day of Trinity Term at that” inn, on Tuesday, the % 
of June. 

In the course of the hearing of an appeal in Jagger v. Jagger on Tuesday 
last from a conviction by the magistrates of the Lower Agbrigg Petty 
Sessional Division of the West — of Yorkshire under the Summary 
Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 1895, Mr. Justice Barnes said it w# 
most essential that in these cases magistrates should both take notes of 
the evidence and state their reasons in giving judgment. 

At the tenth annual dinner of the Auctioneers’ Institute, held last week, 
the president, Mr. ¥. R. Everill, said that eo” the society was young 
the profession could date back toa period which gave them » 
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what he might call an historic past. In looking back at the of 
auctions, he found that —T originated not in England but in Rome. 
The first record he could find of an auction being held was in Rome in 
the year 66. 

A Central News m from Marseilles, printed in the St. James’s 


Gazette, says that great friction exists between the local bar and the muni- 

ity, owing to the latter having recently established an office at the 

town hall, where legal advice is given gratis. The lawyers assisting the 

authorities are consequently, on the ground that they are offending 

a custom, threatened by their colleagues with disciplinary penalties. 
e matter seems likely to be taken to the law courts. 


The death of Mr. John Scott at the advanced age of ninety-three, says 
the Pall Mali Gazette, removes the last of the old school of reporters. 
Called to the bar in January, 1832, he seems to have at once attached him- 
self to the Court of Common Pleas. He was author, wholly or in part, of 
ninety volumes of reports, and never forsook the Court of Common Pleas, 
still adhering to that branch of the Supreme Court even after the 
Judicature Acts had ma away the distinctive title of Chief Justice of 
QOommon Pleas and in other respects altered its nomenclature. 


The following are the arrangements made for hearing probate and 
divorce causes during the ensuing Trinity sittings—viz.: Undefended 
matrimonial causes will be taken from Tuesday, the 2nd, until Saturday, 
the 6th of June, inclusive ; and common jury causes from Tuesday, June 
9, to Friday, June 19, inclusive. Probate and matrimonial causes will 
form one list, and be taken in the order in which they are set down. Pro- 
bate and defended matrimonial causes for hearing before the court itself 
will be proceeded with from Saturday, June 20, to Saturday, July 18, in- 
elusive, and will form one list. Special jury causes will taken from 
Tuesday, July 21, to Saturday, August 1, inclusive, and will form one list. 
Divisional courts will be formed to sit on Tuesday, June 2, Tuesday, 
July 7, and Tuesday, August 4. A supplemental list of undefended and 
defended causes without juries will be published to come on after the 

ial juries are finished. Summonses before the judge will he heard at 
ven o’clock, and motions will be heard in court at twelve on Monday, 
June 8, and every Monday during the sittings. 








Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield’s 572nd periodical sale, at the Mart, 
E.C., on Thursday last, comprised several important reversionary interests, 
annuities, and life policies. The principal lots sold were: The valuable 
reversion to a moiety of £17,395 invested in first-class British and Indian 
railway stocks, life sixty-seven, sold for £5,325; absolute reversion to 
moiety of trust funds value £9,000, life sixty-two, sold for £2,500; abso- 
lute reversion to £3,700 Consols, life fifty-nine, sold for £2,175 ; reversion 
to one-third of 100 fully paid £10 shares in the Wakefield Gas Light Co. 
on decease of life sixty-six, if reversioner, aged thirty-three, should 
survive, together with policies, sold for £225; absolute reversions to one- 
eighth and one-fifth of £1,100 on decease of lives seventy and fifty-six 
respectively, sold for £200 ; pan A of £100 during lifetime of gentleman 
aged forty, sold for £1,400 ; life policy for £600 in Equitable Life Office, 
life sixty, sold for £505 ; life policies for £400 in Provident Clerks’ Assur- 
ance Association, same life, sold for £170 ; life policy for £1,000 in Liver- 
pool and London and Globe Office, life seventy-two, sold for £1,160; life 
policy for £500 in above office, same life, sold for £600; life policies for 
£700 in Scottish Widows’ Fund Office, life sixty-two, sold for £240. The 
total realized, including some miscellaneous shares, was over £14,900. 


Subscriptions are invited for 100,000 Six per Cent. Cumulative Prefer- 
ence Shares and 100,000 Ordinary Shares of £1 each in the Elswick Cycles 
Co. (Limited), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne. The total capital is £300,000, 
of which the proprietors of the existing undertaking su’ be fur 50,000 
Ordinary Shares (which are not to be saleable for five years, and carry no 
dividend until ordinary shareholders receive 7} per cent. per annum), and 
50,000 Preference Shares. The liet opens to-day, and will close on or 
before 4 p.m. on Monday next for London, and 12 noon on Tuesday for 
the country. 








COURT PAPERS. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1896. 
COURT OF APPEAL. Friday ...... 12 Bkey apps and Q B final 
Arrgat Covar I. Saturday dB. B final apps 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the App motns ex pte—orgl 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, 4 —apps from wae 


mira} and Admiralt Division, (Ad- | Monday ...16 mad on interlocutory mots 
uraity), and the Queen’s ch Division new re- 
Sitting in Bankruptey. uired — 

App motns ex pte—orgl Fe won Pag New trial paper 
Tues, June 2 ( a J —apps from ord’ | Thursday x | ® 


made on interlocutory mots 
Wea & new trial pa if required 
Thursday" 1 | New trial paper Saturday + £0...New trial paper 
Friday ....,. 5} Bkey apps and new trial P 


pps 
Baturday 6. Bee trial eee Mondlay......22 ( made on interlocutory mots 


and Q B final apps if re- 





App motns ex pte—orgl quired 

M mots — apps from ords 

onday,.,.... 8( made oninterlooutory mots | N.B.—Admiralty Agges (with Assmsen) 
and Q B final apps if re- will be taken on days to be appoint 
q by the court. 

Tuesday... 9 Srxciau Noriox.—In consequence of the 

euteeday 101 QB final apres limited state of the Chan, List the 

ureday .,.11 above general arrangement will be sub- 


ject to modification the Judges, of 
Ste eet rasan tn tae Dally 
Cause List. 

Appeat Court IL. 

Final and interlocu appeals from the 
Chancery, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Divisions (Probate and Di- 
voree), and the County Palatine and 

Stannaries Courts. 


App motns = vos 


from 
Tues., June 2 | on interlocutory mots ( 
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N.B.—Lunacy Matters (if any) are taken 
in Appeal Court Il. on every Monday 
at Eleven until further notice. 

Speciat Nortics.—In consequence of the 
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ject to modification by the Judges, of 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Court I. 
Me. Justice CHITTY. 
Tues., June 2...Mots and non wit list 
Thecsday’” 4 | Non wit list 


Friday ...... 5...Mots and non wit list 
Pets, sht caus, opposed 
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Wed. 2.19 | Non wit list 
{Mots for North, J, and 
Thursday ...11 ) non wit list i] 
Friday ......12...Mots and non wit list 
{ a ae and 
s o 
Saturday ...13) on wit Li Sesieaiiinie tins 
osed pets for Ni J 
=a in chambers 
16 | ; 
a ad Sretrntes J, and 
Thureday ...18 | Mots for North, J, and non 


Friday ......19 . Mots and ron wit list 
hen gs gene ee 


zy 
i 
aa 
AE 
Fe 
te 


it 
ft 
il 


E 
3 
§ 
B 
z 
g 
z 
L 
. 


es 

fs iE 
eegiei 
Fila: 
4 - & 
easeele 
He 
iit 
elees eee 


Cuaxorny Cover IL 
Ma. Justice NORTH. 


Far June 2...Mots and adj sums 
Thursday 4} Adj sums 











E 
rf 
3g 
ul 
ts 
FE 


Hi 
lea 
it 
Pna 
at He 


notice 


Wednesday 3/ 

yo. 4 j General paper 
Friday ...... + om oe 
Saturday ®| and gen pa ous 
Monday... ...Bitting in 
Tuesda: 


seeeeeres 


Cuaycery Cover IV. 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 


The following will be the Order of Business 
ing to the days of the week :— 
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Motion can be given - 
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SUPREME COURT :OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReeisTrars 1x ATTEXDANCE OF 


Date. Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, June.................. 8 Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
h Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey ackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srieiina. KEKEWIOCB. Romes. 
Mr. Carrington Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
Carrington Rolt Ward 
Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
Carrington Rolt Ward 
Lavi Farmer Pemberton 








COURT OF APPEAL. 

TRINITY SITTINGS, 1896. 

Arprgat Court I.—Noricgs. 
Queen’s Bench interlocutory appeals will be taken in Court I. on 
Tuesday, June 2, and on every Monday in Trinity Sittings. 
Bankruptcy appeals will be taken on Friday, June 5, and following 


Fridays. 
Queen’s Bench final appeals and new trial motions will be taken 
in Court 
be 


in I. in alternate weeks during the Sittings. New trial motions 
will be taken in Court I. on Tuesday, June 2, and following day in that 
week. Final Appeals in the second week. 

On Mondays and Fridays final appeals or new trial motions will be 
taken, if there are not enough interlocutory or Bankruptcy appeals for a 


day’s paper. 

Admiralty appeals (with assessors) will be taken in Court I. on days 
pa | appointed by the Court, notice of which will appear in the Daily 
List. 


Appgat Court II.—Noriczs. 

N.B.—Interlocutory appeals trom the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
Divisions will be taken in Court II. on Tuesday, June 2, and afterwards on 
every Wednesday in Trinity Sittings. 

N.B.—Subject to Chancery interlocutory appeals on Wednesdays, Chan- 
cery final appeals will be taken every day in Court II. until further 
notice. 


N.B.—When the interlocutory appeals are not enough for a day’s 
paper, Chancery final appeals will be added on interlocutory days. 

Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts (if any) will be 
taken in Court II. on Thursday, June 4, Thursday, July 2, and Thursday, 


August 6. 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Judgments Reserved. 
(Final List.) 
1895. 

Cannack v Edwards appl of Attorney-Gen from order of Mr. Justice 

Chitty, dated March 23, 1895 (restored) c.a.v. Nov. 4 (Present, the 

Lord Chancellor, Lord Justice A. L. Smith and Lord Justice Rigby) 


1896. 
M. E. M. Watkins (Petnr) v W. T. P. Watkins (Respt) Divorce appl of 
from order of the President, dated Jan 27, 1396 c.a.v. May 5. 
RB v James appl of defts, W.S. G. James and ors, from order of Mr. 
Justice Kekewich, dated March 17, 1896 c.a.v. May 19 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1895. 

In re Whettam, Parsons v Donnithorne app of defts, N Donnithorne and 
anr, from order of Mr Justice North, dated May 3, 1895 (not before 
Jaly 1) Ang? 

In re Piteairn Brandreth v Colvin app of plt from order of Mr. Justice 
North, dated Nov 5, 1595 (soJune5) Dec 16 


1396. 
In re The Puerto, Cabello & Valencia Ry Co Id, and Com Acts, 
we gl lp yore Cabello & Valencia Ry Co from 
order of Mr. J Stirling, dated Jan 11, 1896 pt hd (s o June 25) 


Zi 
Im re Hiscoe Hiscoe vy Waite app of Thomas Hiscoe from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 29, 1896 Order not perfected 


In re the International Commercial Co ld & Uo’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 app 
from order of Mr Justice Romer, dated March 9, 
1306 pt hd (first of sitting) March 18 
In re Macduff Macduff v Macduff app of Attorney-Gen from order of 
Mr Justice ing, dated Feb 25,1596 March 25 
In re The Yurnari Co, ld, & Co’s Acts app of Alfred Goort from order of 
Mr Justice V Williams, dated Jan 20, 1396 April 1 
In re The Trade No 56,405 & Patents Designs, &c Acts, 1883 to 1888 
of Jom Rosetree from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 
1896 order not perfected April 1 
Paterson v The Gas Light & Coke Co app of deft Co from order of Mr 
Justice dated March 14,1896 April 21 
The National Inece & Guaramee Corpn ld v The Invicta Works ld app of 
Scenes wate ee OF ie Caaticn Some Gliting fer Me Justice 
Vaughan Williams), dated April 1,1996 April 21 


ees 


— 
McKeown v Boudard Peveril GearCold app of pltf in person from order 
of Mr Justice Romer, dated March 25, 1896 (crder not perfected) 
April 23 
In : The Veuve Monnier et ses Fils 1d & Oo’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 app 
of F Bloomenthal from order of Mr Justice Vaughan Williams, dated 
April 17, 1896 April 23 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgments Reserved. 
(Final List.) 
Kruger v Jackson (issue) app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Vaughan 
Williams, dated Feb 20, 1896 (c av May 7) 


(Interlocutory List.) 

In re A. E. Fenton, gent, one, &c (expte Mary Cathcart) app of M. Cath. 
cart from order of nm Pollock, dated Feb 6, 1896 (c a v March 23) 
In re An Arbitration between Meadows and anr and Kenworthy app of 
Meadows and anr from order of Mr. Justice Cave, dated April 24, 1896 

(c av May 12) 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1895. 

Dugdale v Hutch Bank Manufacturing Co & anr app of plt in person 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated March 2, 1895, at trial 
without a jury (Salford Division} Junel (security ordered) 

Torkington v Sheridan 8PP of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated Nov 5, 1895 (security ordered) Nov 23 


1896. 

Harris v Whitworth app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Hawkins, dated 
Dec 14, 1895, at trial with common jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 
Jan 3 

In re the Duty on the Estate of the late Sir Thomas Gresham and In re 
the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (Revenue. side) app of the 
Commrs of Inland Revenue from Justices Vaughan Williams and Wright 
dated March 3, 1896 (June 10) March 12 

Carew & ors v Camoys app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 16, 1896 April 2 

Brown v Binns app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Collins, dated 
March 20, 1896, at trial without a jury, Leeds April 2 

Wombwell v Scott app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Collins, dated 
March 6, 1896, at without a jury, York April 2 

Bates v Donaldson app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
March 30, 1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 9 

In re Henshall Fereday, &c (expte The Incorporated Law Soc) app of 
respt from judgt of Justices Day & Wright, dated March 25, 1896 
April 15 

In S Same app of respt from judgt of Justices Day & Wright, dated 
March 25, 1896 April 15 

Mansion House Assoc on Railway & Canal Traffic for the United Kingdom 
(Incorporated) v The London & North-Western Ry Co (Railway and 
Canal Commission) app of the defts from judgment of Mr Justice 
Collins, Sir F Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated March 30, 189% 
April 15 

Richmond Hill Steamship Co v Corpn of the Trinity House app of dfts 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated March 24, 1896, at trial 
without a jury, Leeds, and cross notice of pltfs, dated April 25, 1896 
April 17 

Halbot & anrv Boardman & Co app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated March 19, 1896, at trial with special jury, West 
Riding, Yorkshire April 21 

Incandescent Gas Light Co. ld. v Sunlight Incandescent Gas Lamp Oo Id 
& ors appof om from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated April 18, 
1896, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 22 

Bingley v Yorkshire Banking Co, 1d app of pltf from judgt of Mr Jus- 
tice Lawrance, dated April 18, 1896, at trial with common jury, Mid- 
dlesex April 28 Bingley v Yorkshire Banking Co, ld applin of defts 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict & judgt, da March 2, 
1896, at trial before Mr. Justice Lawrance and special jury, Leeds 
March 30 to come on together by order 

The Incandescent Gas Light Co, ld v The de Mare Incandescent Gas 
Light System, 1d & ors app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, 
dated April 18, 1896 April 28 


ey —1896—Folio 134 (Insurance) The Liverpool, Brazil, & River 
te 


Steam Navigation Co,1ldv Benjamin Holmes appl of pltfs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated April 27, 1896 May 5 
The Queen v Justices for the County of Kent & GS and W N Chap- 
man & ors ( as G. Beer & Co) app of F 8S Boulter from judgt 
of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Wright, dated April 23, 1896 


May 7 

Ballantyne & Co & ors v Mackinnon app of pltfs from judgt of the Lord 
Chief Justice, dated April 22, 1896, at trial without a jury, 
May 7 

Osman v Raphael app of pltf from judgt of Mr Justice Collins, dated 
May 4, 1896, at trial without a jury, lesex May 7 

In re an Arbtn between Gerald Barker & The Pearson & Knowles Coal & 
Iron Co, 1d appl of Pearson & Knowles Coal & Iron Co, 1d, from 
judgt of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Day, dated May 1, 18% 


May 8 
Met t Co 1d v Gunni app of deft from jdgt of Mr Justice Day, 
ot Light 14, 1896, at tial without a jury, ui idlesox May 8 





(To be continued. 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinrry Srrrines, 1896. 

Notices relating to the Chancery Cause List. 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days 
stated in the Trinity Sittings paper, with the following exceptions—viz. : 

Mr. Justice Chitty.—In uence of Mr. Justice Chitty sitting for 
the disposal of his lordship’s own witness list from Tuesday, June 23, 
until Saturday, July 4 (inclusive), his lordship’s motions and a 

ceolay, June 35, and’ Teusiny, Jely 3; uncgpens’’ pattions on 

y, June 25, an y ; unop’ tions on 
Saturday, June 27, and Saturday, July 4. if the witness list should 
be taken on any days other than those above appointed, due notice will be 
given. When the witness list is being taken, further considerations will 
not be taken on the Tuesdays. 

Mr Justice North.—In conrequence of Mr Justice North sitting for the 

of his lordship’s own witness list from Tuesday, June 9, until 
Saturday, June 20 (inclusive), his lordship’s motions and unopposed 
petitions during that time will be taken by Mr. Justice —that is to 
say, motions on Thursday, June 11, and Thursday, June 18; unop 
petitions on Saturday, June 13, and Saturday, June 20. If witness 
— a be taken on any other days than those appointed, due notice 
be given. 

Mr Justice Stirling.—In consequence of Mr Justice Stirling sitting for 
the disposal of his lordship’s own witness list from Tuesday, June 23, 
until Saturday, July 4 (inclusive), his lordship’s motions and =< 
petitions during that time will be taken by Mr Justice Kekewich—that is 
to say, motions and unopposed petitions on ree oe 25, and 
Thursday, July 2. Witness actions will probably be on other days 
than those mentioned above ; of these due notice will be given. 

Mr. Justice Kekewich.—The order of business before Justice Keke- 
wich will be as stated on the sittings paper. Actions for trial with wit- 
nesses will be taken on Tuesday, June 9, and continued until the end 
of the following week. They will also be taken at other times. Notice 
will be given in the Daily Cause List. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Kekewich will take 
Liv 1 and Manchester business as follows :— 

1, Summonses in chambers will be taken on every other Friday after- 
noon, commencing with Friday, June 12. 

2. Motions, short causes, petitions, and adjourned summonses on 
every other Saturday, commencing with Saturday, June 27. Urgent 
applications will be heard on Saturday, June 6. 

Justice Romer will take wituess actions every day in the order as 
they stand in his lordship’s cause book. 

Summonses before the judge in chambers.—Justices Chitty, North, 
Stirling, and Kekewich sit in court the whole day on every Monday 
during the si to hear chamber summonses. 

Summonses adjourned into court will be taken (subject ta the witness 
list) as follows:—Mr Justice Chitty, with non-witness actions, except 
me summonses, which (if any) are taken amy | yar & 

ustice Stirling, with non-witness actions. Mr Justice North on — 
stated in the Trinity Sittings paper, and on Fridays and Saturdays. Mr. 
Justice Kekewich on Fridays and Saturdays, and also on other days as the 
judges may direct. 


a Stem a RgFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY Wrrngss Lists. , 
During the Trinity Sitti the ju will sit for the di 0 
lr otk Gtkiees tle os tole —_ sities 

Mr Justice Chitty will take his witness list for the ensuing ht, 

on Tuesday, June 23, and will sit continuously (Monday, June 

29, excepted), until Saturday, July 4. 

Mr Justice North will begin on Tuesday, June 9, and sit continuously 
(Monday June 15, excepted) until Saturday, June 20. 

Mr Justice Stirling will begin on Tuesday, June 23, and sit continuously 
(Monday, June 29, excepted) until Saturday, July 4. 

Mr Justice Kekewich will on Tuesday, June 9, and sit continuously 
(Monday, June 15, excepted) until Saturday, June 20. 

N.B.—If the witness list should be taken on any days other than 
those above appointed, due notice will be given. 

+ a, Bp fortnight when a judge is 
motions in causes or matters assigned to him (imcluding ex Jou motions, 
but not including motions roam oy ae the postponement of the trial or 
hearing of any cause or matter in his lordship’s list) and also unopposed 


acy gned to him, will be heard by one of his es as 
Those assigned to Mr Justice Chitty will be heard by Mr Justice North. 
Those to Mr Justice North will be heard by Mr Justice Chitty. 


eau a gned to Mr. Justice Stirling will be heard by Mr. Justice 


Those assigned to Mr Justice Kekewich will be heard by Mr Justice 


Stirling. 
Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Saturday, May 23, 1896, inclusive.) 
Before Mr. Justice Ourrry. In re The Ramsgate, &c Co ld & 


Causes for Trial (with witnesses). Co’s Acts mtn (ordered to go 


In re The Sovereign Life Assurance into Witness List) 
Co & Co's Acts adjd claim (8.0, | In re Allen v Allen act 
examn of witnesses) (without pleadings) 


itsted vy Whitsted act restored 
after inquiry by order, dated Feb 


Tweedale v Howard & Bullough ld 
2, 1895 ss 








The Actien Gesellschaft, & v T 
FE cement ron. echt tj 
ompson v Thompson m 
Norton v Dashwood act & m fj 
Bolam v Pinkney act & counter- 


claim 

General Electric Power & Traction 
Cold v Lewis act 

Ahern v Pate act 

Wool Exchange ld v Commrs of 
Sewers of City of London act 

Brooker v Drury act 

Queensland Investment, &c Co ld v 
O’Connell act 

Osmond v Lees act 

Hutton v Loveridge act 

Incandescent Gas Light Co ld v 
ee, &c, Cold act 

King v Byrne act 

Andrewsv Bond act 

Sewell v Joint Stock Institute ld 


act 
Friewald v Strauss act 
Yates v Yates act 
In re Beaumont Oliveira v Lane 


act 

In re Letters Patent, 1887, No 
17,581, granted to O E Lewis and 
A Strickler and Patents, &c, 
Acts petn ordered to go into 
Witness List 

Douglas v Pintsch’s Patent Light- 
ing Cold act 

Waterhouse v Brownbill act 

In re Weiners ld & Co’s py 


In re King, Stringer v King act 

+ 5 sama Hayward act 
lackmore Vv act (pleadings 
to be alive) 

In reRobinson Robinson v Robin- 
son act 

Hicks v Robinson act 

Irons v Snow act 

Vernon v Reynolds act & counter- 


claim 
Willett v Rideal act 
Goddard v Earl’s Court Hotels, ld 


Burton v Wood act 

Palmer v Ashford act 

In re Trade-Mark No 8,482 of Cecil 
Fane (trading, &c) and Patents 
Designs, &c, Acts mtn ordered 
to go into Witness List 

In re Trade-Mark No 180,437 of 
Monk’s Hall & Co, 1d, and Oppo- 
sition thereto of C Fane, &c mtn 
ordered to go into Witness List 


Steers v ley act 
Robinson v Robinson act 

In re Lewis Reece v Todd act 
Simpson v Hughes act 

In re B Brimmell v Mousell 
act 

Armstrong v H 


nae act 

Bletcher v Hatfield Chase Warping 
& Improvement Co act 

Alves v Peat act 

Lewis v Jones act set down by 
order, dated May 8, 1896 

Nasch’s Patent Book Sewing Ma- 
chine Cold v Nasch act 

In re Dellwik’s Patent, No 2,110 
of 1890 petn to go into Witness 
List by order, May 16, 1896 

Rymer v McIlroy act 

Green v Clear act 


Spencer v Roberts Spencer v Phil- 


pot act consolidated 
Menzies v Addlesham act 
Roberts v Honduras Government, 
&o Cold act 
Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 
Gilbert v Russell 
restored 


adjd sumns 


In re Vickers Strange v Phenna 
adjd sumns 

In re Strutt Strutt v Irwin adjd 
smns 

In re Short Coates v Ward adjd 
smns 

Inre Bowater & Lands Clauses, &c 
Act adjd smns 

In re Back Jose v Page adjd 


smns 
In re E Thom 


Griffith v 
Thom adjd smns 
In re ,» Hudson v Daniell 
adjd 


smns 

In re Daniell Daniell v Daniell 
adjd smns 

In re Turner Spencer v Dawson 
adjd smns 

In re Webb Thrupp v Webb adjd 
smns 

In re Garnett Garnett v Wrigley 
adjd smns 

Smith v Turnbull (1884—T—1191) 
adjd smns 

Smith v Turnbull (1884—T—1200) 
adjd smns 

In re Pearson Pearson v Pearson 

{ (plts) adjd smns 

In re Same Same v Same (8 B 
Gardner) adjd smns 

Westwood, & Co v Equitable 
, Debenture and Assets Corpn Id 
(R. A. Baillie & anr) adjd 
smns 

Same v Same (Equitable Deben- 
ture, &c, 1d) adj sumns 

In re Clark v Foster adj 
sumns 

In re Houstoun Sparks v Hatchell 
adj sumns 

Smith v Marsden act 

In re Langmore Gregson v Lang- 
more adj sumns 

In re Mann Wilkinson v Mann 
adj sumns 

Inre Allen Adcock vy Evans adj 
sumns 

In re Austin Collins v Chandler 

sumns 

| Im re Holland Hardyv Brine adj 
suns 

In reSnow Inre Meyer Hunt v 
Tims adj sumns 

In re Jackson Upward v Upward 
ibtins v Dibbins 

Di v act 


In re Castle & Married Women's 
Act, 1882 adj sumns 








The Securities Co v 
In re Honywood Wellington 
v act & m fj 


College v Honywood 

In re Pope Church v Pope adj 
sumns 

an 

sums 

In re Lord Howard's Settled Estates 
adj sumns 

In re Gill Smith v Smith adj 
sumps 
In re Brewer Morton v Blackmore 
adj sumns 
In re Banks Winch v Banks adj 
sumns 
Prowse v Page act set down by 


order 
Cavendish v adj sumns 
In re Harper & solrs, &c 
adj sumns 
In re Earl of Devon's Settled Estates 


White v Earl of Devon adj 
Ine Thorpe & Walton Ry 
noe sumns 


&e 
re Steer Steer v Dobell adj 
sumns 
In ~™ Sir Joseph Paxton’s Bstate 
Hemans ¥ W. W. Smith & Oo, ld 
adjd 
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In re Hodson Horne v Hodson| In re The Same, &c motn of Dr| Kelly v Kelly act Alcoy & Gandia Ry & Harbour Oo 
adjd sumns J Barr set down in Witness List | Willis v Sweet act ld v Greenhill act 


InreJ Bond Bondv Jones adjd 
sumns 

In reGrew Grew v Walwyn adjd 
sumns 

In re Burton Cargill v Burton adjd 


sumns 

Industrial Contract Syndicate, ld v 
Pullman, 1d m fj 

In re Lee Patteson v Miles adjd 
sumns 

In re Bowman Blakey Main adjd 


sumns 

In re Bindloss & Mortmain, &c, Act, 
1891 adjd sumns 

In re Merceron Bruce v Merceron 
adjd sumns 

In re Bowes’s Charity Attorney- 
General v Goldsmiths’ Co adjd 


sumns 

In re Fellows Hillier v Fellows 
adjd sumns 

Marshall v Evans adjd sumns 

In re Hannover Levinsohn v 
Raphael adjd sumns 

In re Minter Minter v Minter adj 


sums 

In re Jegon Jegon v Jennings adj 
sumns 

In PA Clements Coppin v Wilkin 

Spokes v Walford act for trial set 
down by order 

In re dington Estate Trustees 
&V &P Act, 1874 adj sumns 

In re Aberdein’s Estate adj sumns 

In se Horn & Francis, gent, &c 
(taxation) adj sumns 

In re C E Bell’s Settlement adj 
suns 


The Harvey Steel Co v Harvey 
Continental Steel Co ld special 


case 

Storey v British Gold Fields of West 
Africald mtn entered in Non- 
Witness List by order 

In re Murray Murray v Murray 


adj sums 
In re Elliott Elliott v Elliott adj 


sums 

pot Fane Brown Brown vy Acomb 

In re Cosier on cman v Gads- 
den adj sumns 

In at oumne Buller Beauford v Bradshaw 

In re ‘the 8 Streatham and General 


j 
In re Little Little v Little adj 
sumns 
Fisher vy Dayman act 
Further Considerations. 


Before Mr. Justice Nonru. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Woodhead v oe act pt hd 

‘Collins ¥ Woodfin 





by order 
In re The Same, &c motn of H 
Russell Smith set down in Witness 
List by order 
Jardine v King, Mendham, & Co 
t 


ac 
Gill v Brown act 
July 2) 
Bulpett v Link act 
Hippisley v Sweet act 
Cutler v Beckett act 
In re Pritchard Davies v Evans 


(not before 


act 

Hughes, Chenery, & Co v Mines 
Acquisition, &c, Co, ld (trans- 
ferred from Q B) 

Frewen v Law Life Assce Soc act 

Corfield v Howell act 

Lipop v Kent, Sussex, & General 
Land Soc, ld act 

Shrewsbury & Talbot S T Cab, &c, 
Co, ld v Kelham Rolling Mills Co, 
ld act 

Seaward v Paterson act 

Wood v Wood act 

Sims v Gibbon act 

Durrant v Urban District Council 
of Branksome act 

Haddon v Jacoby act 

Davies v Walter act 

Walker v Hebden act and m fj 

Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v Birney act 

Same Co v Standard Tyre Co ld act 

Charlton v Duval Restaurants for 
London ld act 

Barnes v Meakin act and counter 
claim 

In re Bankes Dawesv Sladen act 
and m f j 

Payne v Heaton act 

Julia Taltal Nitrate Co ld v Jay 


act 
Samuel v Gibbon act 
In re The Anglo-French -Goldfields 
of Australusia 1d and Co’s Act, 
1862 motn entered in Witness 
ra by order, dated April 14, 
6 


Tatham v Bromwich act 

Wood v Raphael act 

Foster v Golden Link Mining Co ld 
act for trial set down by order 

Law Life Assce Soc v Baron Bate- 
man act &mfj 

ba v The Waitekauri Extended 

act 
Ind, Coope & Cold v Barwick act 
Brooks ¥ Whalley act 


In re The Marie -_ Gold Mining 
Co ld & Co’s Acts motn of C 
Newman entered in Witness 
List by order, dated April 14, 
1896 (transferred from Keke- 
wich, J) 

Vyner v North Eastern Ry Co 

ct 


ac 

Sykes v Helliwell act 

Tubbs v General Finance, Loan 
and Discount Cold act 

In re The Marie Rose Gold Mining 
Co, ld, & Co’s Acts motn of W 
J Soper entered in Witness List 
by order, dated April 14, 1896 

In re The Same motn of A Voigt 
entered in Witness List by order, 
dated April 14, 1896 

In re The Same motn of W Skin- 
ner entered in Witness List by 
order, dated April 14, 1896 

In re The Same motn of J Cocking 
entered in Witness List by order, 
dated — 14, 1896 

In re The Same motn of J E Paice 


entered in Witness List by order, 
dated April 14, 1896 
Vinall v Hosegood and 20 other 





order, dated Jan 24, 1996 


acts for trial consolidated by 
Lawrence v Adams act 





Priest v Marie Rose Gold Mining 
Co,ld act 

Stanley v Same Co act 

Posner v Palmer act 

Harrop v Harrop act 

7 “* Stevens Cooke v Stevens 


Goodwin v Hamilton act without 
pleadings set down by order, May 
14, 1896 

Smyth v Maison v Helbronner, ld 


act 

The Aerated Bread Co, ld v Shep- 
herd act 

Badische Anilin & Soda Fabrik v 
H Johnson & Co act 

Labouchere vNurse act 


Causes for trial = witnesses). 
Prout v Cock act 
The Incandescent Gas Light Co ld 
v Henry m fj (short) 
Thomas v Atkins m f j (short) 
Swansea D R 
In re Nottidge De Senarmont v 
Greenfell mf j (short) 
Westwood v Wreford mf j (short) 
Vaughan v Dix mf j (short) 
Adjourned Summonses. 
Gregory v Mitchel adj sumns & 
petn (June 9) 
Inre Bovd Boyd v Heidenstam 
restored 
In re Whicher Palmer v Whicher 
aa pltf) 
re Same Same v Same (expte 
Patt) 
In re Same Same v Same (to 
carry in further surcharge) 
In re Same Same v Same (for 
cross-exmn of deft) 
In re Robinson Robinson v Robin- 


son 

Stretton v Colton 

In re Harkness & Allsopp & Sons1d 
& V & P Act, 1874 

Longfield v Horefall 

In re Weeding Armstrong v 
Wilkin 

In re Eyre Bodkin v Chichester 

In re the Consort Deep Level Gold 
Mines 1d 

In re Rennie Rennie v Rennie 

Lambert v Tennant 

In re Tattersall Armitage v 
Pickles 

In re Buck Buck v Buck 

In re Innes Innes v Innes (pltf) 

InreSame Same v Same (National 
Life Assce Soc 

Ulltathorne v 


) 

In re Moulton 
Merrick 

In = Robinson Wright v Tug- 
we 

In re Court Goddard v Briggs 

In re Wilson Johnston v Wilson 


Ward v London & County Unity 
Building Soc adid sumns 


Further Considerations. 
Iu re Miller Miller v Miller fur 


con 
Burrows v Priestman Brosld fur 


con 

In re Mathew Dadswell v Mathew 
fur con 

In re Hemming Cheape v Ingram 
fur con 

Scarlett v G Frank & Cold fur 


con 
-— fur con (Poole 


DR) 
In re Dawber Dawber v Dawber 
fur con adjd from Chambers 


v Stone 





Before Mr. Justice Strriina. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
West v Alcock act (deft dead) 
Crossley v Attenborough act 
Attorney-Gen v Mayor, 
Preston act 


&c, of 





Sawrey v Binns act 

Pattle v Hornibrook act 

In re Harman Harman v Wise 
adj sumns (ordered to go into 
Witness List) 

Burree v Read act 

English v Cooper act 

Abbott v Townsend act 

Rawlinson v Davies act 

Underwood v White act &mfj 

Colmer v Buluwayo Gold Rests 
Development, ld act & mfj 

Chandler v Bradley act (pit E 
Chandler dead) 

De Lissa v Tyser act 

Bastard v Bastard act 

Debenham v Foster, Frere, & Co 
act 

Bell v Balls act 

Chandlerv Freeman act and mfj 

In re Thompson, Bloomer v Thomp- 
son adj sumsentered in Witness 
List 

Ehrmann v Ehrmann (1894—E.— 
762) act 

Scott v Kingscote act 

In re Preston, Prestou v Bonney 


act 

Mills v Little act 

Ehrmann v Ehrmann (1895—E.— 
1108) act 

In re Grimston Dawson v Chatfield 


act 

Art Reproduction Co ld v A Stocks 
& Co act 

The Tonbridge Urban District 
Council v Punnett act 

Peebles v Crosthwaite act 

Wash v Townsend act 

In re Fenwicke Fenwicke v Doug- 
lass act & mf j 

Wynne v Rising act 

Rowcliffe & Rowcliffe & Hilton ld v 
Siddall act 

Stevens v Warrall act 

In re Maunsell Dorrington v 
Richardson act 

Fox v Wright act 

Thompson v Miller act 

James v Walters act 

Fenny Stratford Town Hall Co ldv 
Payne act 

Pneumatic Tyre Co, 1d v Friswell & 
Co, ld act 

Same Co v East London Rubber Co 
act set down by order dated 
March 20, 1896 (pleadings to be 
delivered) 

Levy v Davis act & counter-claim 

Jones v Williams act 

Truman v Taylor act 

Howe v Carlisle Model Building Soc 
Nol act 

Lowe vSanders act 

Beall vCronheim act 

Fairweather v Fairweather act 

Charlton v Bourgogne act (first 
day witness actions are taken 
subject to any special direction) 

In re Bullwinkle Smith v Robb 


act 

Duke of Newcastle v Lister Kaye 
act & mf j 

Bouverie Press ld v Pitman act 

In re the Companies’ Acts, 1862 to 
1890, and in re Weiners id mtn 
— down in Witness List by 


Bowler v Stafford act 

Defries v Sherwood & Sons act 

Scott v T Hamlin & Cold act 

Commissioners of Sewers for Levels 
of Havering, &c, v Fairhead 


act 

The Pneumatic Tyre Uo ld v Swift 
& Co act set down by order, 
dated March 24, 1896 (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Faulkner v Lynes act 

London & County Banking Oo ld¥ 
Preston act 
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Moore v Ford act 

Thunder v Barnato Bros act 
Hollings v Hollings act 

Inre Roberts Knight v Roberts 


act 
Dancan & Cov Greenhill act 
Griffin v Leonard, Boult & Co 


act 
Jackson v The Best for Boys Pub- 
lishing Cold act 
Stafford v Whitehead 
28, by order) 
Kersey v Bexley Heath Ry Co act 
Wimshurst, Hollick & Co ld v 
National Telephone Co ld act 
Haydon v The Lord Mayor, &c of 
York act &m fj 

Emery v Treacher act 

Ross v Ross act 

Inre Ball Lewisv Ball (claim of 
D Jones & Co ld) adj sumns 
entered as witness act by order 

New Moss Colliery Co ld v Man- 
chester, Sheffield, &¢ Ry Co act 

Lowe vSanders act 

Bunn v Bessey, Palmer & Co act 
(no pleadings) June 30, by order 

Grimoldby v Deighton act 

Wilding v Sanderson act & mf j 

Nicholl v Cooke act 

Tweedale v Howard & Bullough 1d 
act 

Wythe v Wythe act (June 3) 

Wythe v Wythe &anr act (June 3) 


act (June 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses) 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
Dalton v Fitzgerald adj sums (not 
before evidence complete) 

In re Chivell Chivell v Carlyon 
act 

In re Ownsworth Ownsworth v 
Ownsworth adjd sumns 

In re Humbley Wilkinson v 
Stamper adjd sumns 

Inre Dudgeon ‘Sruman v Pope 
adjd smns 

In re Hallings Tatham v Hastings 
adjd emns 

Inre Wilson Trevor v Scott adjd 
sms 

Inre Pearson & Marshall’s Contract 
and V & P Act, 1874 adjd 
smns 

In re Caws Oaws v Caws adjd 
smns 

Expte Rector of St George, Blooms- 
bury adjd smns 

In re Wyatt White v Ellis adjd 
sumns restored 

InreSame Same v Same 

In re the Manchester & Milford Ry 
Co adjd smns 

In re the Mersey Ry Oo & the Mer- 
sey Ry Co’s Act, 1867 & the 
Mersey Ry Acts three adjd smns 
dated Aug 9, 1894, Jan 10 and 
Feb 27, 1896 

Inre Birkin Bohm v Birkin adjd 
smns 

Price v Brookfield adjd smns 

In re Cornish Cornish v Holes- 
grove adjd smns 

Lord Sherborne v Parr m f j 

Hoperaft v Hopcraft adjd smns 

In re Plestow & Cox’s Settlement 
Cox v Goldsworthy Vallance v 
Goldsworthy adjd smns 

Inre Dawson Bond v Butt adjd 


smns 

In re Marrow Stuart v Marrow 
adjd smns 

In re Dicconson, &c 
Gerrard adjd smns 

In re Hudson Fewings vy Hudson 
two adjd smns, dated respectively 
9th & 14th April, 1896 

In re Edwards Hope Edwards v 
Edwards adjd smns 

Baron Pirbright v Salwey 


Th re Worth n 


Dicconson v 


special 
Worthington 


VSandy adjd smns 


Porch v Enright m f j (sbort) 

Hayes v Enright mf j (short) 

Palmer v Rich © l case 

In re The Snyder Dynamite Pro- 
jectile Cold adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 
In re Bates, Bates v Bates f © 
In re Popplewell, Hainsworth v 
Smart fe 
Cox v The Southern Coal Co of New 
South Walesld fc 


Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Tufnell v Elliott act pt hd (dft 
dead) 

In re Doetsch Matheson & Co v 
Ludwig act & mfj (so until 
after return of commission) 





Burroughs v Wellcome act & 
counterclaim 

In re Atkinson Atkinson v Nor- 
bury act 


Stokell v Heywood act 

Lockett v Tarapaca Waterworks Co 
ld Tarapaca Waterworks Co ld 
v Lockett act and counter- 
claim 

Petty & Sons v Taylor & Co act 

Anstead v Grobecker act 

Earl of Wilton v A Knowles & Sons 
ld act 

Brooks v Steele & Currie act 

Thomas v Rees act 

Hunt v Rymill act 

Poulett v Meyrick issue for trial 
set down by order dated Jan 21 
1896 pt hd (June 2) 

Poulett & ors v Meyrick issue for 
trial set down by order, dated 
Jan 21, 1896 pt hd (June 2) 

Gardner v Bell act and counter- 
claim 

Murray v Sitwell act &mfj 

Cheshire v Hunter act 

De la Rouchefoucauld v Boustead 
act 

Grey v Curtice act (not before 
July 1) 

Campbell v Sheward act 

Moore v London, Edinburgh, &c, 
Assce Co, ld act (transferred 
from county court) 

Adamant Stone & Paving Co, ld v 
Liverpool Corpn act 

Cole v Baker act & mfj (so one 
month after deft’s affidavits filed) 
by order 

Osborne v Board act (not before 
July 1) 

The British Insulated Wire Co, ld 
v The Fowler Waring Cables Co, 
ld act (June 9) 

Hall v Hunt act 

Itter v Freeker act 

Elliott Bros v Sullivan act 

Attorney-General v Tod Heatley 
act 

Hodson v Heuland act 

Lloyd, Morgan, & Cov Pegg act 

Edwards v Harris act 

Fothergill v H Sabey & Co act 

Florence v Rutter act 

Scott v Hull Steam Fishing & Ice 
Co. 1d act 

Yates v Armstrong m f j & petn 
(In re Armstrong’s Patent, No 
18,719, AD 1894, and Patents, 
&c, Act) 

Pneumatic Tyre Co, ld v Powell & 
Barston act 

Leon v Tubb act 

Cohn v Jackson act 

Smith v Sykes act 

Thomas v Travis act 

In re Solomon Stead v Scheyer 
two adjd sumns with witnesses 
(for Mr Justice Stirling) entered 
by order 

Irvine v Tennant act 

Maxim Nordenfelt, & Oo ld v 





Anderson act | 


In re Turner Barker v Ivimey 
act 


Smart v Tem act 

Winch v Flight act 

Wickham v Wickham act 

Collicott v South Staffordshire 
Mines, &c Commissioners act 

Scarborough Winter Gardens ld v 
Fowler act 

De Candia v Mann, George & Co 

t 


ac 

Warmv Wurm act 

Pourter & Sons v Barter act 

Freund v Sewell act 

Allen v Shore act (June 9) 

Moffatt v Traders’ Trust Corpn ld 
act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

Brougham v Gatcombe m f j 
(short) 

Rawlings v Rawlings act 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Hall Haworth v Tomlin 

adj sumns pthd (June 3) 
Dominion Brewery Co ld v Biddell 

(deft W R Biddell) adj sumns 
Dominion Brewery Co 1d v Foster 

(deft H S Foster) adj sums 
Same vSame (deft H C Richards) 


j sumns 
Same vSame (deft W R Biddell) 


adj sumns 

Same vSame (pltfs) adj sumns 

Same v Same (deft Sir F W Boord) 
adj sumns 

Same v Same (for a commission) 
adj sumns 

Same v Same (for a commission) 
adj sumns 


Same v Same (for further security 
for costs) adj sumns 

Hyndman v Osborn adj sumns 

In re Waller & Son, gent, &c (taxa- 
tion) adj sumns 

Wade Gery v Handley adj sumns 

Lupton v Thornhill Thornhill v 
Lupton adj sumns 

In re Smith Davidson v Myrtle adj 


sumns 

In re Levitt Turner v Wray adj 
sumns 

Inre Olerk Olerk v Meyricke adj 


sumns 

In re Simpson Grime v Simpson 
adj sumns 

In re Burn Anderson v Burn adj 


sumns 
In re Sherwood Edwards v Edward 


j sumns 

In re Phillipps’ Settled Estates & 
Settled Land Act adj sumns 

In re Simpson & Gebhardt & V & P 
Act, 1874 adj sumns 

In re Jenkins & Settled Land Act, 
1882 adj sumns 


Further Considerations. 
In re Gosling Gosling v Gosling 
fur con & adj sumns 
- ¥ v Tagliabue fur con (Poole 


k) 
Rivington v Gordon & Co fur con 
oe by order dated May 14, 


Before Mr. Justice Vavenan 
(Sitting wadditional J dge of 
ing as an tio: u 
e Chancery Division.) 
Motions 


Com: es (Winding-u ). 
WwW Bee Son Id ear pro- 





order refusing public exmn) 
Ormonde Gymnastic Club, ld (for 

leave to issue writ of prod n - 
Hemp Yarn & Cordage Co, ld (to 

discharge order dated March 7, 


1896) 

Southern Counties Deposit Bank, ld 
(to eget liquidator) 

Great Southern of Spain Ry Co, ld 
(to stay winding up) 


Chancery Division. 
Waites v Hemp Yarn & Cordage Co, 
ld (m f j) 
Routledge & Sons, ld & 
reduced (to rectify register) 


Companies (Winding-up). 
Petitions 


Joseph Bull Sons & Co ld (petn of 
M T Shaw & Co) 

Glamorgan Central Permanent 
tee Building Soc (petn of the 


) 

Industrial Securities Investment 
Co, ld (petn of E A Hamblyn) 
Bidaroa Railway and Mines ld (petn 

of F Thorn) 


Woolley Coal Co 1d (Yorkshire 
Banking Co 1d) 

Dawe & Co, ld (petn of A Wit- 
church) 


Candelaria Waterworks & Milling 
Co ld (petn of J L Whelen & 


anr) 
Eastern Counties Bacon Factory ld 
(petn of Lalor and Kindersley) 
Otis Steel Co, ld (petn of Laura 
Relton) 

G & 8 Bracknell Id (ptn of the 
Continental Bottle Co) 

South Kent Water Co (ptn of James 
Oakes & Co 


New Park of Mines (petn of Francis 
William Mitchell) 

Carlshamn Spirit Co ld (petn of C 
de Murrieta & Co) 

Marriage, Neave & Co ld (petn of 
L M Rumford and anr) 

Union Mortgage, Banking & Trust 
Co ld (petn of William Shaw) 

Indentors’ Union ld (petn of W E 
Bramall) 

Bolwyn Bay Pier Co ld (petn of 
John Annan) 

or Deposit Bank ld (petn of 
t 

Railway Construction Co 

ld (petn of e Thames Iron 
Wi and Shipbuilding Co 1d) 

Brewery Joint Stock Syndicate ld 
(petn of the Leslie Syndicate 1d) 

Beaconsfie'd Diamond i 
ld (petn of J P Gorst & ors 

— Assoc Id (petn of Joseph 


ham 
bac pa hy ay shear a 
(petn enry Schmid 
National Skating Palace ld (petn of 
me Joint Btock Syndicate ld 
wery Joint 
(petn of L G Russell) 


Division. 
Tipton Moat Oulliery ld & reduced 


solfete Vinkeale & Turquie ld ( 
le 
ot On unl chawahdions vo vented. 
Union Stosseship Co ld & the Com 
ion 
Memorandum of Associa 





ceedings) (petn of 
African ded Estates Co ld (for | George Rou & Sons ld & 
prov yee pee sy — 21, | reduced (petn of the Oo) 
» aS ap t 
London & General Bank 1d (to com- Summonses. 
pel attendance of witness) ( -up). 
London & West of land Con- | Lyric Club ld (to eet proofs) 
tract Co ld (leave to issue writ of | Lands t (taxation 
attachment) of bill) 








_ 554 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 














A Salomon & Co ld (remove name 
from list) 
Hemp Yarn & Cordage Co ld (for 


London and General Bank ld (for 
leave to make a set off) 

General Credit Co, ld (to appoint 
new liquidator) 

Hampshire Land Co ld (as to claim) 

Mexican Tobacco Plantations ld 
for directions as to call) 

Hotel and Botanical Gardens 

Co ld (for declaration as to mis- 
feasance) 


Chancery Division. 
Stubber v T Daniel & Co ld (for 
sale 
oun Same (for leave to cross- 
examine) 
Same v Same (declare dividend) 


Same v Same (for discovery) 
Same v Same (for sale) 





Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Ainslie v Gill Bros act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Davis v Jewell act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Donington v Skidmore act (plt 
dead) 


=e re Farmer Farmer v Crawshaw 
act (first day of “~ 4 
Daniell v Whateley act 
Investment 2 

Mortgage Co ld v O’Connell act 
and counter-claim (deft, E R 
Drury, dead) 

In re Reed Reed v Thompson 
act (deft Thompson bankrupt) 

Alston v Alston act (not before 


June 5) 
Johnson, Clark & Parker ld v Collier 


act (not before July 1) 
Gleadowe v Burton act (deft 
dead 


Transferred by Order, dated 27th 
Feb, 1896. 
Tolson v Speight &8on act (pltf 
dead 


) 
Tolson v Singleton act (pltf dead) 
Eastern Concessions ld v Defty 
act 
Oakley v Ford act 


In re The Globe Blocks Gold 
Mining Co,1ld motn ordered to 
into Witness List (December 


ia 
ee 
Fup 
ai 
tl 


Perkine v3 H Knight & Sons act 
(not before June 17) 
Avery v Orton act &mfj 
a a ———e act 
v Hedley, junr act 


Handford v East End Dwellings 
Co,ld act 
Fitch v Freeman Freeman v Fitch 
(consolidated) 


In re Farmidge Furmidge v Kemp 
act & m fj (not before May 1) 


In re 
at&mtj 


He 


Fraser v Rayer 








In re Graham Graham v W: 

act & m f j (not before July 1) 
Warren v Taylor act 
— v National Insurnce, &c ld 


Callender v Callender mf j 

Perry v Societe des Lunetieres act 

Pegg v Corpn of British Investors 
Id act 

Warre v Croft act 

Wacogne v Halse act (dft bkpt) 

Kent v Fortis Powder & Explosives 
Cold act 

—— Deposit Bank 1d v Oxen- 

en 

Hilliam v Dearden act & counter- 

claim 


White v Brown act 

Barber v Attwood act 

OE v Vincent act (Exeter 
D 

Essex v Jay act (not before June 24) 

In re Watson Watson v Watson 
act & counter-claim 

Singleton v Rains act 

Miller v Foot act 

Fearnsides v Baines act 

Licenses Insurance Corpn &c, ld v 
Lawson act 

Rowland v Mitchell act 

Sprange v Cousins act 

Harries v Bourne & Grant act 

Salaman v Gooch act (not before 
June 15) 

Graham v Willford act 

Actien Gesellschaft fur Carto 
Industrie v Schroeder act 

Oliver v Thornley & Co act with- 
out pleadings 

Protheroe v Protheroe act 

Incandescent Gas Light Co ld v 
a act 

Trustee o! a of H J Calcutt, 
&c v Calcutt 

omasttaue act & m f j 

Smith v Jones act 

== re Williams Williams v White 


ate vMundy at&mfj 

Inre Wood Attorney-Gen v And- 
erson act 

Reid v Reid act (not before July 1) 

Moon v Gregory act 

we re Coundley Ooundley v Silk 


Incandescent, Gas Light Co ld v 
Hutter 

Trotter v McCarthy act & mf j 
(short) 

Filby v Hounsell act 

Bill v Beard act 

Goodwin v Essex act 

Evans v Priddy act 

Stapleton v Lyles act 

Deutsch v Cohen act 

Fairhead v Richardson act 

Booth v Ashton act 

Caldwell vy Hydro-Oxy Gas Patent 
Proprietary ld act 


Hargreaves v Nat Oyster & Lobster 
Oat act ~ . 
tags | v Fitzpatric 

own by deft Fitz- 


patric! 
In re J W Taylor’s Patent, No 
ordered 


Woodhams v Hobbs act 

Mosenthal v New Gordon Diamond 
oe ae ld a 

sey, v Byford act 

re Orawshaw Orawshaw v 

ein far con 

Renean v Addington Hare v 
on act & nitty J, by 
order) J 


Viscount Hood v reg ge = ra 
ferred from Chitty, J, by order) 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 


Trinity Srrrinas, 1896. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fuipay, May 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Lonrep mm CHANCERY. 


Barwery Jot Stock Syxpicats, Limrrep—Petn for i ited May 4, 
directed to be on June 8. Barnett, Coren s Kamm for — 
Notice of appetring must reach the above-named not than 6 o’clock in the after- 

Cataveras ConsoLipaTED Goip Minixe Co, Lawrrep—Creditorsare on or before 
June 19, to send their names and addresses, an aad the perculae of tat ordan, 

to Thomas Toten Willcox, 16, Victoria st, W: . ar of th Fenchurch avenue, 
ie to liquidator 

Cortez Mines, Luntrep—Creditors are saiead, on or before June 20, Spies 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Dawes & 
Sons, et, Throgmorton st, solors — Mr William Shaw, liquidator 

Exuore & pepe h peer uired, on or before June 22, to send their 

and ad the pastinaiens their debts or claims, to Mr Henry Love- 


names 
lock, 8, Blomfield st. Peaiteene venue, solor 
Eurress or Cootearpre Goip Mixe, Luarep (1N LigorDAr10x) —Greditors are 
on or before Oct 10, to send their names and addresses, ve foeta somy | 
their debts or claims, to Hi de Jersey Chudleigh, 139, 
F.C. Lannpon & Co, Lumrrep—Petn for win up, presented May 27, directed to be 
heard on June 8. "Edw. Kennedy, 57 and 58 lane, solor olor for petner. Notice of 
ees ant reach the above-named not later than 6 0 the afternoon of 


Lampert’s Cotierizs, Limirep—Petn for UP» J presented Bow 27, directed to be 
heard on June 8. Richard White, 7, New inn, 4, for Randell, Llan aly, solar for 


. Notice of must reach the above-named Richard White 
Eas o'cdock Sa tho Ghesnetn of June? 


Martix Marruews & Co, age Fo» are soe’, on or before June _ to send 
their names and oe & their debts or claims, to Joseph 


Rogers, 5, Boscawen st, Truro 

New CaLAvERAS GoD Minixe Co, gyn I epee ost segues on or before June 
19, their names and ad Se patios their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Toten Willcox, 16, Victoria st, Westmtssenn Morse, Fenchurch avenue, solor 


to the liquidator 
OnrentaL Concessions Synpicate, Liarep—Creditors are required, on or before July 8, 
d « of their debts or claims, to 


to send their names an ae. ae to Henry 
Sewell Alexander, 38, Mincing lane. Spencer & Co, Piccadilly, solors to the liquidator 
nelle in CHANCERY. 


Waea Basset Mian —Cusiiions are required, on oes before July 11, to send their names 
and addresses, an — their debts So ee © Se 
Basset Mines. Redruth. Paige & Grylls, Redruth, solors to liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Hause Frizxpiy Socrery, Victory Inn, Hamble, Southampton. May 20 
PortHLeven TretTorat Beyerit Society, Porthleven, Cornwall. May 13 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m CHANOERY. 


Francis Manuracturine Co, Taurean Doctioes are required, on or before June 30, to 
send their names and addresses, an: ert ait gas A naan te 
Stacey, 2, Molyneux pl, Liverpoo! 

Giaeear Horr. Sea Synpicate, Liwirep (1 Liguipation)—Creditors er r 
- — _ uly 1, tu send their names and addresses, -_ =n See eir mg hw 

tis Leopold Marks, 8, Great Wincheste: 

* hay Ries Co, Limirzp— itors are requested, <* or before June 21, to send 
their names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
ay sey West Hartlepool, Shipowner. m & Barkc«r, West. Hartlepool, 
solors for liquidator. 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Apgtaiprs anp Sourn Durnam Faienp.iy Society, King William Inn, Old Shildon, 
Durham. May 27 


y 
Evouisu Bicknor axp West Dean Sick anp Buniat Society ror Femaces, National 
lish Bicknor aoe ge Gloucester. 
Goop Samanrran Lopox, Loyal United Free © Mechanics Fricadly Society, Park Inn, Man- 
chester rd, Accrington, Lancaster. May 

Hawpet Friznpiy Socrery, California Ion, "lack Heath, Dudley, Stafford. May 13 

~ govenss a Fe.iows Sick ano Funerat Society, Red Lion Inn, Newent, 
uces' y 

— Co-operative Caninet Maxers, Limrrep, Lee Mill, Lee st, Prestwick, Oldham. 
y 20 





* maga TO pair yo Purcuasrers AND Lessges.—Before — 
chasing or enag a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined from The Sanitary Engineering Co. — Bros.), 
65, Victora-etreet, estminster. Fee for a London house, 2 
country b y arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette—Tuxspay, May 12. 
De Overseck, Gustavus Ernest Huao, Ryder st, St James’s June 15 Elkington v 
Singleton, J Lombard st 
Hirer, Arruur, Caldicot, Monmouth, Farmer Juneé Hillier v Hillier, North,J Le 
Brasseur, New ct, Lincoln’s inn flelds 
London Gazette-—Turspay, May 19. 


CieTHErog, WILLIAM, Roe. Norfolk, Builder June 22 Posner v Cletheroe, Chitty, J 
Wilkinson, Holt, Ni 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, May 19. 
Auten, Franx, Parliamentst June 20 Moore & Davies, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
ALLEN, Tuomas, Tunstall, Staffs, Yeoman May31 Eley, Burslem 
Appiesy, Frepericx, East Retford, Notts June 24 Bescoby, East Retford 
AsuEnpEen, Newron, Beckley, Sussex, Farmer Junel5 Smith, Rye 
Arxix, Epwi, Birmingham July 13 J BClarke & Co, Birmingham 
Datziet, Perer Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne, Missionary June 15 Maughan & Hall, 
Drove Joan Lemasler, Cotten Spinner June% Gtsanizing & Oa, Rochdale 
Epewicx, Epwix Wri11am, Tewkesbury, Glos, Coal Merchants June 8 Moores & 
Fieup, WiuiaM, ae June 30 Hardwick, Brighton 
F.int, Saran, Leamington June 30 Tarleton & Butlin, Rirmingham 
GincetL, Wri114M Henry, Whitechapel July 8 Baddeley, Leadenhall st 
Hix, James, Rochdale June 29 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Howson, Exiza, Sheffield July 1 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Jzrrery, Witt1am, Northampton June 2¢ Shoosmith & Sons, Northampton 
Jouys, Janz, Plymouth June15 Prance & Prance, Plymouth 
Jones, Marcarer, Liscard, Chester July1 Wright & Co, Liverpool 
Keer, Wri114m, Reading, Berks June 24 Beale & Martin, Reading 
Kenpricx, Many, Kendal, Westmorland June19 Allen & Co, Manchester 
Layorox, Mrs Marcaret, Durham villas, Campden Hill June 30 Slater & Co, Man- 


Lez, Tuomas, Atherton, Lancs July 3 Payne & Frodsham, Liverpool 

Marrianp, Gzorcs Keira, Ceylon, Tea Planter July1 Oliver, Corbet court 

Makin, Joun, Kingsland, Hereford, Farmer July1 Southall, Leominster 

ounaes, Guenems Frances, Philbeach grdms June 16 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Mote, James Samvat, Birmingham, Pianoforte Dealer June 30 Eaden, Birmingham 
Mowro, Wiiu14m, Newcastle upon Tyne, Machinist Junel5 Maughan & Hall, New- 


on Tyne 
Peacu, Hannan Sopuia, Child Okeford, Dorset June 30 J & E A Ffooks, Sher- 
borne 


Penpuieron, Epan, Derby June 30 Stanton & Walker, Chesterfield 

Powe tt, Exoa Sopnta, Slough, Bucks June 30 Brighten & Lemon, Fenchurch st 
QuanrTeett, Many Evtey, Hammersmith June15 Cummins, Union ct 

Ramsay, Tuomas, Devonport July 7 Ernest Gard, Devonport 

Ruopes, Gzorar, Sheffield, Innkeeper June 30 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 

Ruopgs, Taevposta Marra, Doncaster, Yorks July 1 Parkin & Co, Doncaster 

Roy, Mary, Worthing July 1 Roy & Cartwright, Lothbury 

Suakrp, Isasetia, Alnwick, Northumbrid July1 Dickson & Co, Alnwick 

Tatsot, Ricuarp, Reading, Berks June 30 Dryland, Reading 

Tuomas, Groncz Hartiey, Liverpool June 18 Berry, Liverpool 

Tuomas, Mania Wiiu1ams, Portishead, Somerset July1 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 
Pang, Foes Carnett, Newhaven, Sussex, Shipbuilder June 8 Lewis & Holman, 





wes 
Tunnie.irre, Tristram Moss, Pudsey, Yorks June 20 Tunnicliffe & Co, Bradford 
Vickery, Canouins, Burwash, Sussex May 30 Kingsford & Drake, Ashford 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fnipay, May 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Axsrey, Joun, Lytchett Sete, | Dorsets, Corn Dealer 

e Pet May 26 Ord May 
Baxer, Cuanies, South Beoanen High Court Pet 
May 14 Ord May 26 
Buackwei, Hersert aes Leyton High Court Pet 
May 27 Ord May 
Butman, Cuaries Rete, Newport, I of ws Coal Mer- 
Newport Pet May 23 Ord Ma: Be 
Comproy, Tuomas Henny Epwarp, Sou mom, Corn 
erchant Salisbury Pet or 26 Ord Ma: 
Oovesty, "Gronar, Lenham, Kent, Dealer tiene 
20 


Davizs, Tuomas, Setar, Stonemason Shrewsbury 
y 22 
Darw, Joan May 30 Oud heey Birmouth, Ironmonger Plymouth 
Euuison, y Louse, a Manchester Pet 
a May 28 
Evans, Rosert Epwin, New Tredegar, Mon, Grocer Tre- 
May26 Ord Ma 
Feantmovan, Joun Cuarnes, fai Wine Merchant 
Carlisle Pet May 26 Ord M 


Gusow, Pel Map a rung y > a Birmingham 


May 26 Ord May 26 


Secunda, 
May 23 


Sheet, Winn 


Hircuens, yng 
Truro Pet May 26 


Lea, Frepeaicx Jam 
Pet May 26 Ord 


Ord Ma: 


Levu, Tuomas 


Luioyp, i Gwynne, 
Agent 


MiLLwarp. siaeon on 
Mon Pet May 27 


April 29 
Nasu, Cuarues Joun oo 
May 26 Ord May 26 





a Hove, Sussex, 


22 22 
Hern, Wittiam Hewry, Spring, st, Hyde pk, Chemist 
Court Pet Ma: Ord May 26 
High y 
Ord May 27 
eee Coens Canterbnry 
Lean, Wann ye Pepzanee Cornwall, Grocer 
Truro Pet 
ph ed st House, Barrister 
Pet March 4 os 23 


Man Bot Maya” Ord 


Murasuy, Crom 4 a. Faepeaior, Cardiff, Shipowner Brauwaut, 
Cardiff Pet Ord May 22 


Pascox, Jonn Henry Wiittams, Egloshayle, Cornwall | Burcurr, Mare Sracaa, 
“Truro Pet May 27 Ord May 37 6 at ila Of 


— — x". — were Shrewsbury Be ) Peeg, Meee, Rawle, home Exeter Pet May 23 
Boston, Lines, Fish Merchant Boston Pet | Rrrrexneno, Jossra B, Cardi, Furniture Dealer Cardiff 


, Baker Colchester Pet Soames Groen Matenatsn Photographer 


Ord 
| =e Wavtan, Meinl, Dore, Grove Dorchester 
Wess, Wctren Jony, Southam, Hot Proprietor Porte- 
mouth ’ 
Wueatter, a Kenwepy, Aberystwith, Musician 
Aberystwith Pet 22 Ord May 22 
beter Wiiuian, , Draper 
Wi N Mon Pet 
ILLIA! ws, Ba Tunas, lewport Newport, 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


fankroptay bigs Carey st June 5 at 12 


Ruta ny Jans Barras aed Wis 


Coal Dealer 








act, Mon, Traveller Soe, |“ 


LIAM 


mongers bmeas Ange 
Hereford Hereford Pet | Butwayx, Cuarurs Newport, I W, Coal Mer- 
chant JuneSatll Off Reo, IW 


terer Brighton Ord ae June 6 at 
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Covewrr, Grorcz, Lenham, Kent, Dealer June 10 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 9, King st, Maidstone 

Creary, Wiiuam, Li , Sack Merchant June 5 at 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

“Gs finan teat toe 
ll 45, st, 

Daxrets, = ae ——. Grocer June 5 at 12 

St Mary st, Card 
Davres, ee Shrewsbury, a 
Shrewsbury 


Ree, 
Day, Ricuarp, North” Shields, Grocer June 8 at 11.30 

Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Dossox, James Hatcu, and Jon» Henry Dorsox, Bow- 
ness, Wi , Coachbuilders June 8 at 3 Off 

Ree. 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

a ye . a — Ann’ Bay 3 Civil 
une 5 at 2.30 ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Fixxreax, Patrick, Liverpool June 8 at 12 Off Ree, 35, 
Victoria st, Li 


st, Liverpool 
Garter, Hewry, Stafford, Insurance Agent June 9 at 12 
Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Gar, Epwix James, Eldon - Surveyor June 5 at 12 
bidgs, Carey st 


Ge.part, Jaues, Barrow in Furness, Grocer June 5 at 
P 11.30 _ Ree, -, Cornwallis st, Barrow a 
RAHAM, BERT JouNSON, Hartlepool, Manager 
June5at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Guwpry, — Dalton in Furness, Grocer June 5 
atil1 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 
Hacerr, Atreep, Shrewsbury, Milliner June 11 at 11 
Rec, Shrewsbury 
Hirwoop, Ricuarp Su-eipox, Barrow in Furness, Res- 
t Keeper June 5 at 11.45 Off Rec, 16 Corn- 
wallis st. Barrow in Furness 
‘oon, Wituiaw Joux, Wolverhampton, Accountant 
June 8 at 12 Onf Rec, Wolverhampton 
Hogssr, Mary Marra, Brompton, Yorks, “ena June 
15 at 11.30 Court House, Northallerto 
Kay, Epwrsx, Croydon, Seed Merchant em 5at11 Bank- 
cy bidgs, Carey st 
Laan, Witu1am Roserr, Penzance, Grocer June6é at 12 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Martix, Agravr James, Landport, Hants, Grocer June 
l0at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Porte- 
Merce, Tuomas Hexey, Gt Yarmouth, Smackmaster 
June6at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Gus, Roserr Extrsos, Jnr, Cheshire, Grocer June 9 at 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv 
Seinen, Maxx A.rsecs, Strafford rd, South Mimms, 
Builder JuneS at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avnue 
Pyruz, Maex, Exminster, Farmer JuneS at 11 Off Rec, 
Bedford crea, Exeter 
Torsea, Cuagces Feepericx, Wigan, Clothier June 11 at 
10.45 Court house, st, Wigan 
Wet, Ricuagp, Wirksworth. Der erbyabire Woolstapler 
June5at 12 Off Rec, 40, St 's gt, Derby 
West, Atrezp Gazpyer. Portsea, ts, Baker June 9 
at3 Of Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 


Waitse.ocs, Taomuas, Folkestone, Tobacconist June 12 at 
9.30 Off Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Yares, Ectex, Blackpool June 19 at 2 Of Rec, 14, Chapel 
st, Preston 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Buacewe., aot er rca Leyton High Court Pet 
May 27 Ord Ma 

Cuapwick, ‘Wenaee' Norwich, Cigar Merchant Norwich 
Pet May8 Ord May 27 

Cuaruas, Cuanies Geecorr, Forest Hill, Kent, Builder 
Greenwich Pet March 13 Ord May 23 

Gus: Gzoncz, Lenham, Kent, Dealer Maidstone Ord 

2 


Cosmm tener Pzecr Gort, Norwich Norwich Pet Jan 
May 23 


June 5 at 11 


2B Ord 

Davizs, Tuomas. , Stomemason Shrewsbury 
ag md ty bli 

Dezew, Jons Wititau, Plymouth, Ironmonger Plymouth 
Pet 2% Ord May % 

Exuisox, — Manchester Manchester Pet May 


, Mon, Grocer 
F. FP —_ , tae High 
asta, Peevisasv, avenue, igh Court 
Pet Oct 2 Ord May 22 
Feesimoves, Jous Cuaztes, Carlisle, Wine Merchant 
Caslisle PetMay®% Ord May % 
Tee, Bes Patrzice, Liverpool Liverpool Pet May 5 


we — 7) acorns High Court Pet 


Seoske , Milliner Shrewsbury Pet 
May % Ord May 2 : 
Ha Rorget 


wrres, Eoerr200x Mozeis, Goswell rd, Tailor 
High Court Pet April®) Ord May 2% 
Heaszez, Jous, Boston, Lincs, Fish Merchant Boston Pet 
MayZ@ Ord May 2 
Colchester Pet 


Hesper, Wittisam, Colchester, Baker 
May 22 Ord May 22 
me oes Folkestone, Chemist Canterbury 
tan aN he es Stockport Pet 


Las stan Roeser, Penzance, Grocer Truro Pet 
Ord May 272 
eee ee Onl Mean” Somerscts, Varmer Yeovil Pet 
Seon? phy siren. L Joiner Pa 
mn —, Dervyzhire, Derby 
Maen, aig Onamene dont 5 Peart, Hereford Hereford Pa 
es ~~. Sm _ Ygloshayle, Cornwall 
ee < Ord May 7 
, Farmer Yaeter Pe May &% 


atest Wane” Phoograyher | 





Ee Ben, Bailder Brighton Pet | Brass 
Sunes on, Jonu Onauces, Carlidle, Wine Merchant « Tuacksn, yt 4 Honrox, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
Carlisle Gt Grimeby Pet Ma; May 20 


SHEPPARD, > See, Melplash, Dorset, Grocer Dorchester 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
wae, Soones Hupsoy, "Tichfield Walsall Pet May 13 


22 

Wunrnher Cuartes Kenvyepy, fiosan, Musician 
Aberystwith Pet May 22 Ord May 

Amended notice substituted for that oublished in the 

London Gazette of May 26: 

Turner, Cuartes Freperick, Wigan, Clothier Wigan 

Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 

Cocrssoot, THomas Bower, Hyde, Cheshire, Mees | 
Surgeon Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Adju 
Nov 8, 1892 Annul May 7, 1896 

Piatt, James. Ashton under Lyne, Moneylender Ashton 
ag he = Lyne and Stalybridge Adjud Feb 8, 1896 Annul 

y 7,1 
London Gasette-—Turspay, June 2, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Asutey, Wir.1am Jacos, Ilkeston, ” cama Blacksmith 
Derby Pet May 28 Ord May 

Baryes, Georce Heyry. and , el Tuomas Barnes, 
Birmingham, Chandelier Manufacturers Birmingham 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Besyertrs, Wiiiram, St Austell,Cornwall, Farmer Truro 
Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Bowsatt, Ricnarp Taomas, and Joun Henry Bowsatt, 
Peckham, Timber Merchants High Court Pet May 
30 Ord May 30 

Browx, Lewis, Downend, Glos, Builder Bristol Pet 
May 29 Ord May 29 

Dow es, Groner, Homeworth, Hants, Flor'st Portsmouth 
Pet May 27 Ord May 

Eattett, Ropert fen es BRARD, Seow, News- 
agent High Court Pet May 30 Ord May 

Friawy, Witur4M, Northamptonshire, Hay Dealer North- 
ampton Pet May28 Ord May 28 

Foster, Wiiiiam, East ion, Norfolk, Dealer Nor- 
wich Pet May13 Ord May 30 

Hatt, Francis, Walworth, Undertaker High Court Pet 
May 18 Ord May 29 

Harrison, James Wuirs, Philpotlane High Court Pet 
March 13 Ord May 29 

Hrissox, Eowix Penprep, Westham, Weymouth, Tailor 
Dorchester Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Hopextssox, Hersert Desnis, eee, Notts, Cycle 
Manufactu'er Chesterfield Pet May 1 Ord May 28 

Huster, - Haymarket High Court Pet May7 Ord 


May 

Jouy, Doors Rowtanp, Cilfynydd, nr Pontypridd, Wheel- 
wright Pontvpridd Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Lewis, Dasiet, Troedrhiwfweh, — Collier Merthyr 


Tydfil Pet May 26 Ord M , 

Lucas, ALBERT, oa Yorks, Plumber Dewsbury Pet 
May 30 Ord May 

Met, ims dam ng oor, Draper Yoik Pet May 28 

23 

Moreax, Poa wcis James, Aberdare Junction, ~——. Iron- 
monger Pontypridd Pet Ma; 28 Ord May 28 

Morris, Gzorce James, Trealaw, 1 General Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet May 29 Ord May 

Naraas, Isaac, Bethnal om. i A High Court 
Pet April 29 Ord May 

Paster, James Samve. jun). Debaeibe, Greengrocer 
High Court Pet May 30 Ord May 

Pvexe.t, Rosert Cooper, a, Wores, Haulier Wor- 
cester Pet May19 Ord May 

Rosz, M, Dalston High Court Y Pet March 10 Ord May 


23 
nae. Wiuiam, Carnarvon Bangor Pet May 29 Ord 
y 29 
a Watrer, Bradford Bradford Pet May29 Ord 
29 
Senann, AMBROSE com, Gt Grimsby, Fish Merchant 
Gt Grimsby Pet 7 Aa Ord May 29 
Tuomas, Jouy, ee Teshenper” Pontypridd Pet 
May 29 Ord May 


y 

Wacxett, Atreep +4 Spitalfields, jsooused Victualler 

High Court Pet May5 Ord May 

—— Gerona, Wi Brighton Pet May 28 Ord 
2B 


y 
Waxes, Sauce, Leeds, Surveyor Leeds Pet May 28 
Ord May 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asstzy, Joux, Minster, nr Poole, Corn Dealer June 11 at 
12.20 Off Ree, Salisbury 
Asuizy, Witttam Jacon, Ilkeston, Derby, Blacksmith 
June? at 2.30 Off Rec, 40, St Mary's gt, Derb v 
Barer, FPeasx, Leicester, ‘Leather Merchant June 9 at 
2 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
eneess Se —— June llatil 23, 


Bakes, Tuouas Cowkeeper June l0at12 Off 


Ree, 4, cami ects 

Baruvest, Co tang AR Parry FF va Builder 
June 10 at 12.30 2%, Railway app, London 

Disqewee, Hegserr ) dn Leyton June 9 2 2.30 


, Carey st 
kiogstce upon Et Zoginee June 10 
B Tox, 8 J i Hull Off Rec, 31 
RAIN, LOM, Swansea, une ’ 
“Alexandra 74, 8 Swansea 


Beows, Wiit1am Hewny, Bournemouth, Provision Dealer 
June 10 at 12 The Grand Hotel, Le Neg oy 
Currey, Cuazies Agruve Aosseee, | — Boot Dealer 
paca 2 Mt Ie Of Rec, 25, Joh Bunderland | 
avize, Jous, Monkton, Srokeshiee ‘ailor une 9 
10.) Off Ree, Gocen ot, Carmarthen 


Bake 


HOMAS, 


Off Bee, Trinit 


Breyxts, 
at li 


hey Anruvs, 


Seat pr od Viorot aaa 


yg A June 10 at 11 10, 


Off Bee, emple chiabrs, T 


Gomersatt, Rosert, Leeds Junel0atil Of Ree, 2, 
G Bret Maryport, 
RAVES, RICHARD. 

June 10 at 3 Off Ree, 29, ‘Lowther st, Carlisle 
Hawerns, Faevesickx Jouy, Sotre or Cardiff, Builder 
June 9at3 65, High st, Tydfil 
Hayvyes, Geores, Stanwell June 11 Tat 11.30 24, Railway 

app, London Bridge 
Hears, Jonn, Boston, Lincs, Fish eens June 18 at 

12 Off Rec, 48, High 4 Bosto 
HircHens, Ricarp, Madron, Gesmndit, Coal Dealer June 

9at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Hopexrxsoy, HERBERT Dewynts, * Mansfield, Notts, Cycle 

Manufacturer June9 at 12 Off Rec, 40, St “Mary's 


gate, Derby 

Solan nae Plymouth, Dairyman June 10 at 11.99 
10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Jerrery, George Heyry, Mosterton, 
June 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Jounson, Joun Harey, Birmingham June 10 at 11 23; 
Colmore row, 

JoneEs, Snaees. Mardy. Glam, Grocer June 9 at 12 66, 
High st, Merthy Tydfil 

Sout Jous Hompseey, Llanrwg, Carnarvon, Labourer 
June 9at2 Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 

Lepuiiz, THomas Mackenzie, Broad st House, Barrister 
June 10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mason June 16 at 


Dorset, Farmer 


Lusty, Arraur Rowtanp, Uley, Glos, 
11 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

McCattum, Davip Roserrs, Liverpool June l0at12 Of 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

McKinstry, Joun MiciiKix, Walsall, Brown Saddler 
June 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

Mert, Georce Epwarn, York, Draper June 12 at 12.30 
Off Ree, 28, Stonegate, York 

NaTuHay, Isaac, Bethnal Green, Lengee 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Newrnecron, F pe B, Dorcas, Bucks, Game Farmer 
10 at 12° White Lion Hotel, Banbu ury 

Owen, Joun, Gone, Plumber June2 at1l Off Ree, 29, 

ueen st, 

Pascoe, Jou Hamay WItitams, yg Cornwall 
June 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, T: 

Puiasxitt, Sypyvey, Louth, Lines, Tailor jew 10 at 11.90 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Pooue, Wituas WIppicomsE, Brixham, Devon, Licensed 
Victualler June 12 at 10 10, Atheneum terrace, 
Plymouth 

Raypen, i ms Sheffield, Pattern Card Manfr June 
9at2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

RItTTeNBERG, JosEex .* Cardiff, Furniture Dealer June1? 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Saeprearp, Wa.rer, Melplash, Dorset, Grocer June llat 
1 Of isbury 

Tayvor, WILLIAM, Liscard, Cheshire, Boat Builder 
12at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Tauemay, ALFRED Joseru, Lewisham, Boot Repairer 
June 10 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Wen, Speues Hupsoy, Lichfield Junel0at1l Off Rec, 


June 10 a 


June 


June 











Witirams, Wittram Tocker. 8 St June 
10 at230 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Wotpemar, Freperick, Gt Grimsby, Sm: acko wner 
10 at11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asaiey, Wittiam Jacon, Poet, Derby, Blacksmith 
Derby Pet May 23 Ord May 

AystTey, sous, Beene uae sig Poole, Corn Dealer 
Poole 4 Ord May 28 

nore, = fener righton, Cowkeeper Brighton Ord 


y 29 
Bungorse, Wim, 8t Austell, Cornwall, Farmer Truro 
et May 29 Ord May 30 
Dow ez, Georcr, Emsworth, Hants, Florist Portsmouth 
Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Fiaws, Wi1..14M, Higham Ferrars, Northam soptcnahice Hay 
Dealer Northampton Pet May27 O 
Forp, ae = Laddingford, Kent, Wheelwright Maid- 
sto: 


me Pet May19 Ord May 27 
Graves, Ricsagp, Flimby, Cum) Cumberiand, ony Proprietor 
Cockermouth Pet May 20 Ord May 27 
Hircuens, Ricnarp, Newl aaa Coal Dealer 
Truro Pet May 26 Ord 
Cilfy ad, nr Pen - 


eal wrigh a typridd Pet Ma Ord 
t Pontypri y 27 
Thiwfw ro Collier Movhyr 


Lewis, Dawie., Troedr! ch, 
Pet May 26 Ord May 
Livagp, Witiiam Jony, psn A Ties Duasin Liiva, 
and Avyaep Cuaries Gitpert Linanp, Barking. 
om Merchants Chelmsford Pet Feb 18 Oni 
23 


Lioyp, MgLvILuz Over. Newport, mo Gating Agent 
Newport, Pet May 11 Ord Ma: 

Lucas, pt ang Ossett, Yorks, Sumber | aoe Pet 
ay Ay 

Mays, Geonroz, il, Sussex, Builder Hastings Pe 
May 21 Ord Ma: 

MoGasen, Davin mrs Liverpool Liverpool Pé 

y 

Mew, ma Epwarp, York, Draper York Pet May 

23 May 28 


» Mon, Traveller Newport 


Jane 


Jouy, 
Wh 


MILuwanp ‘Woneaan, Ne 
Mon Pet May 2% 0: 
Moroas, eager one Soa A 


Ma 





, Merchant June dat | 


aie =. A FRED, a orowineton on } 


10 at 3 
enue 


way app, 1 


June i2at12 Off Rec, 2 2, Lowther st, 





Kowssp Buen, Esher, Surrey June 9 at 11.20 
anion | 


monger Pet May 28 Ord y 2 
one. BS gine a, on. General 
A rd May 
‘ime hang » Anon Ay » cigar Tmporter 
‘h Court Pot Jan 30. rd May 27 
| Prrr, Witttam, Hove, Sussex, Fruiterer Brighton Ord 
y 20 
| Puswert, Rosear Coorun, Grimley, Pah Haulie 
Worcester Pet May 19 Ord May 


veg oe | Witutam, Carnarvon Sanger a Pet May 290 Ord 

20 

Ganigad, oon ten arenior. Yorks Bradford Pet May 
2 


y 2 Ord Ma 


June 6, 1806 % 






Cumb, Colliery Proprietor’ 














THE 


Gzorcr P. 
0, Sr. J 


H, 0. Bep 
E.K. Buy 
T. Dorin. 
REDK, Br 
? Grivvin 
1. Waar OR 
D. Tray rER 
G. Roppa 
BT, Hy, 
OHN CLay: 
Moxren 
bERT Ov: 





a 


— 
ac, 22, 
»prietor | 
Builder 
tailway 
e 18 at 
r June 


_ Cycle 
Mary's 


vt 11.99 
Farmer 
ll 2; 
12 66, 
rbourer 
arrister 
2e 16 at 
12 Off 
Saddler 
t 12.30 
el0a 

June 
tec, 29, 
orn wall 
ut 11.30 


icensed 
terrace, 


r June 

June 12 

1¢ llat 
June 

epairer 

ge 

ff Rec, 
June 


Jane 


ksmith 
Dealer 
| Ord 
Truro 
smouth 
re, Hay 
28 

yprietor 
Dealer 
dey 
Merthyr 
IN ABD, 
iS Oed 
y Agent 
ry Pet 
gs Pe 
ol Pet 
ot May 
ewport 
o, Lrom 
“Dealer 
nporter 
ym Ord 
Haulia 
9 «(Ont 
Pet May 


‘erchant 








June 6, 1896." 
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Waxes, Geonce, Worthing Brighton Pet May 28 Ord 
28 

om. SamvEL, ‘Leeds, Surveyor Leeds Pet May 28 

~ Ord May 28 


AMS, 5 P, Porth, Glam, Colliery Manager Ponty- 
Wadd Pet April 30 Ord May 20 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 22: 
Dox, Eu1zaseTu, Shrewsbury Shrewsbury Pet May 2 
Ord May 1 


y 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 29: 
Weu, THomas Hupson, Lichfield ‘Walsall Pet May 13 
Pet May 22 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

June 9.—Messrs, Desenuam, Tewson, Farmer, & Brivce- 
water, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold in Wood-street, City ; 
Freehold Estates at Mayland, near Southminster; and 
also the Meeching-House Estate, Newhaven, Sussex (see 
advertisement May 30, e 2). z 

June 9.—Messrs. Ostorw & Mencer, at the Mart,-at?2, the 
Freehold Residential Property ‘‘ Northenby,”’ near New- 
bury (see advertisement May 30, page 5). 

June 9.—Messrs. E. & H. Lumuey, at the Mart, at 2, Free- 
hold Residential Property known as “ Chalkpit House,” 
Maidenhead Thicket; the Freehold Residential Property 
“ Mileham Hall,’”’ Norfolk ; also the Leasehold Residence, 
Taviton-street, Gordon-square (see advertisement, May 








9, 7). 

June Ee Meuws. Watton & Les, at the Mart, at 2, Free- 
hold Agricultural Properties near Peterborough and 
Oundle; the Freehold Bijou Residence ‘‘ Weir Cottage,” 
Marlow; the Family Residence, 25, Queen’s-gate; the 
Residential Estate *‘ Rockhurst,’’ near West Hoathly 
Station, Sussex; Freehold Residential Property known 
as “ Skeynes,”’ on the borders of Kent and Surrey; and 
also the Family Residence, 50, Porchester-terrace, W. 
(see advertisements, May 30, page 8). 

June 10.—Messrs Epwin Fox & Bovsrietp, at the Mart, 
at 2, £40,000 Grand Junction Waterworks Co., New 
Capital (see advertisement, May 30, p. 10). 

June 11.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripae- 
water, at the Mart, at 2, Leasehold Properties at 
Wandsworth; Freehold Residence at Worthing; the 
Freehold Property ‘Ardmore,’ at Guildford; Free- 
hold and Leasehold Investments at Hoxton, Peckham, 
Golden-square, Brixton, and Old Kent-road; Freehold 
Property at Hampton Wick; and also the Freehold 
Residential Property known as “ Bucklands.”’ Cholsey, 
near 7 oe Berks (see advertisements, May 30, pp. 
2, 8, and 4). 

June 11.—Messrs. C. C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, at 2, 
Properties at Limehouse, Poplar, Bow, Victoria Park, 

, and Mile End (see advertisement, May 30, 


p. 10). 

June 11.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, Freehold 
Ground Rents at West Norwood (see advertisement, May 
80, Ps 10). 


"geese! ALLIANCE 
Sane 11 heal e~ “<p yy & Co.. at AS SU RANCE COMPANY. 








Heap Orrice : 
BARTHOLOMEW LANE, LONDON. 
Cuarnmax: RIGHT HON. LORD ROTHSCHILD. 


2, “ithe | in 
Lawa," Hanwell Loassholt G ound Rents 8 an d upon ESTABLISHED 1824. 
ouses e ewington ; ie Freeho! | 
Residen’ Sporting Property known as “The 8 Capital, £5,000,000 sterli: 
Leonard’s p at Horshan (see advertisement, May Se 7 
30, p. 19). | 
| 


MAPLE & CO evs: nazr nox tox 
FURNITURE ‘STGURSEE HERI: CARAT 


Life & Fire Insurances at Moderate Rates. 




















i — Life Ponetgs tity and Liberal Bont bs ith _— 
Board Rooma,and |" "" “tor peyment of ESTATE DUTIES. 
Committee Rooms | LEASEHOLD & SINKING FUND POLICIES 
OFFICES for Banking. Tn | Put) Proopechues on application. 
}—__F_¥ "4 | ROBERT LEWIS, Chief Secretary. 
BANKS Sees | 
Private Firms and | EDE AND SOF, 
being manufac- | . 
BOARD wen oss ROBE ASR MAKERS. 
large scale are able 
ROOMS SE meus mama 
most _ expeditious | Judicial Bench, foned Lenten, &e. 
FIRST manner, as well as (kh ctneiipmaecbetiites 
ob thy emaliont cost | ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
} 


CL ASS good materials | SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and workmanship. | E : A 
——_———= Law W! and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Clerke of the Peace. 


FURNITURE | cvcceasnedenmecnnpeen 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 














Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 





(Imstituted 1sess.) 





THE THIRTY-SIXTH ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT 


THE WHITEHALL ROOMS, HOTEL METROPOLE, LONDON, 


On TUESDAY, the 16th of JUNE, 1896, at Seven o’clock p.m. precisely. 
LEWIS FRY, Esq., M.P., in the Chair. 





Gzoxcr P. Aten, Esq., Manchester. 
10, 8. Aunyn Ancovg, Esq., London. | 
8. Martin Beatz, Esq., Worcester. 
H. 0, Bepvor, Esq., J.P., Hereford. 
E.K. Biyrn, Esq., London. 
T, Dotunc Boiron, Esq., M.P., London. 
Fauvx. Brewster, Esq., Middlesbrough. 
J} Grirrin Bristow, Eeq., M.A., London. 
J. Wrzvonv Bupp, Esq., London. 
D. Travens Bunors, Esq., Bristol. 
-KoppaM Burn, Ksq., London. 
Bt. Hy. Carpenter, Esq., Bristol. 


| 


Joux Crayton, Esq., Ashton-under-Lyne. 


» Moxren Corron, Esq., London. 


Romer Cunuirre, Eeq , London. 


bet L. Devonsuirn, Esq., London, } 
MANTHAM R. Dopp, Esq., London. | 
KEDERICK Joss, Esq., London. 


LiIstT OF STEWARDS. 


H. E. Griestz, Esq., London. 

B P. Grrussy, Esq., Ipswich. 

Samus. Hararis, —° icester. 

Cuaries Harrison, Esq., M.P., London. 
Aveustus Hetprr, Esq., M.P., Whitehaven. 
W. H. Herserr, Esq., London. 

Joun Horiams, Esq., London. 


F. H. Rooxs, Esq., London. 

Henry Roscor, Esq., London. 

T. Sxewss-Cox, ma. E Richmond. 
Wx. Suan, wr lesden. 

Stony Surrx, .» London. 

E, J. Stannaup, Esq., LL.B., London, 
J. P. Taruam, Esq., London 


J H. Huuusrt, Esq., London. Arnotp TRiInpsr, ., London. 

Frepk. H. Janson, Esq., London. Rrcnarv W. Twesrvrs, Esq., London. 
Henny Kinosr, Esq., M.P., London. W. Matworn Watrars, xe 

B. G. Laxs, Esq., London. A. F. Warn, Esq., M.P., Liverpool. 

N. T. Lawrences, Esq., London. Joun OC. Wanrsn, Esq., N ; 
Epwiy Low, Esq., London. C. W. Wasnrovern, Esq., Bristol. 

Henry Manrry, Eeq » London. E. Mixson Wavartt, . J.P., Halifax. 
Sir Tuomas Parner, London. Jas. B. Wivrarpoream, dy . 
R. Penntneton, Esq., J.P., London. Ww. H. Wivrexsoruam, Esq., London. 

T. J, Prremp, Esq., London. Haxny Woopwaarn, Esq., 





Included in the list of those who have promised to support the Chairman, in addition to the above Stewards, are the Rt. Hon. Lord James of 

ford, the Rt. Hon. Sir Kdward Fry, the Rev, Canom Ainger, Sir F, Lockwood, Q.C., M.P., Lieut,-Gen. Sir H, Havelock-Atlan, Bart., M.P., and 
dents of many of the Provincial Law Sooletiea. 

Donations and Subscriptions to be included on the Festival List are earnestly solicited 


Dinner Tickets (25s, each) may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the Offices of the Association, 9, Cliford’s-inn, London, B.C, ; 
J. T. SCOTT. Seerviary. 

















558 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. __ June 6, 1896. 











essrs. Lambton & Co., Newcastie-upon-Tyne, and Branches, and the London an and 
Midiand Bank, Ltd., 52, Cornhill, London, and Branches, will receive Subscr'ptions 
for the undermentioned Capital. 


The Subscription List wil/ open on SATURDAY, the 6th JUNE, 1896, and close at or before FOUR o'clock on MONDAY, the 8th JUNE, 1896, for London, 
and at or before TWELVE o'clock noon on TUESDAY, Oth JUNE, for the Country, 


The Elswick Cycles Company, 


LIMITED, 
NEWCASTLE -UPOn TYNE. 


(Incorporated under the Companies’ Acts, 1862 to 1890.) 








CAPITAL - - £800,000, 


DIVIDED: INTO 


150,000 SIX PER CENT. CUMULATIVE PREFERENCE SHARES OF £1 EACH, AND 150,000 ORDINARY SHARES OF £1 EACH, 
Payable 5s. on Application; 5s. on Allotment; and the Teduese on the 10th JULY, 1896. 


The Proprietors of the oxteting undertaking have subscribed for 50,000 Ordinary and 50,000 Preference Shares, which will be allotted te 
them in full, These Ordinary Shares will not be saleable for a perted of five years, and will carry no Dividend until the other Ordinary Share. 
helders have received a Gaalustee Dividend at the rate of 7j per cent. per annum, 


Out of the Oapital, £75,000 will be reserved for erection of additional Works and for Working Capital. 








DIRECTORS. 
Carrats NOBLE, Jesmond Dene House, Newcastle-upon-Tyne (Chairman). 


WILLIAM BROMLEY- DAVENPORT, -, M.P., Capesthorne, Chelford, Cheshire, and 1, Belgrave-place, 8.W. 
Coronet. HANS HAMILTON, Northumberla Artillery, 76, Albert Hall Mansions, 8.W. 
FRANCIS WILLIAM PON TING, Esq., The Manor House, Watford (late General Manager of the Preston Banking Company). 
THOMAS DAVIDSON, Esq., J. P, Teams Glass Works, Gateshead-upon- Tyne (Chairman of the Vendor Company). 
ARTHUR FELIX DAVIES, Esq., ” 82a, New Bond- street, London. 
BANKERS. 
LAMBTON & CO., Newcastle- Me -Tyne, and Branches. 
THE LONDON AND MIDLAND BANK, LIMITED, 52, Cornhill, E.C., and Branches. 
BROKERS. 
PARTRIDGE & GREENFIELD, 2, Drapers’-gardens, E.C. 


SOLICITORS. 
DEVONSHIRE, MONKLAND, DAVIES, & SANDERS, 1, Frederick’s-place, Old Jewry, London. 
FRED. M. GASCOIGNE, County Chambers, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

AUDITORS. 
ISITT & CO., 6, Old Jewry, E.C. (Chartered Accountants). 


SECRETARY AND OFFICES (70 tem.). 
A. W. LIPSHAM, 6, Old Jewry, London, E.C. 


Prospectuses and Forms of Application may be obtained from the Bankers, Solicitors, and Brokers, or from the Secretary of the Company. 











ee eee ee PARENTS and GUARDIANS.—An | POCKLINGTON SCHOOL, near YORK. 

LAW E x AM I INA ric oO N S end Dental Panties “ie led care of aw. Public Boarding School of over 100 Boys. Healthy 

Princiggd Ma. Reon B.A. oe | Easton, 62, Great Portinnd metet. . Sioa situation at foot of Yorkshire Wolds. Rich Foundation. 
London ) Moderate fees. h laborat 





Oxon and I , prey 
Tutors: & Noxsex or Hicu-ciass Hosovrs GRapvates, was ANTED, Offices (3 rooms); rent about pate a ml R eying fields. Seems staff of Uni- 
ARRISTERS, AD SPECIALISTS. ; neighbourhood of Covent Garden and Strand ree fone | Scholarships tenable at the 
Preparation in small Classes and by Correspondence _ preferred AGdreas D., care of Sherwood, 7, Gray’s-inn- fund a as University. y._ Special Advantage yeh of private 
‘edividual attent | place, lor sons 0} Medical 
- ay pays Entrance Scholarships to to be com- 


pew — t., Settee Gs” ANTED. —Solicitors’ Journal, 7 Vols. ts pated tor tor a Sa ae noes. — Apply to Heap Masren for 
5. Cusnenne same, CS. | 2 Merstuno, on Ee (yo ‘ibe —, 28, 
YS ... Share in, pro- Henrietta-street, Covent Garden, London, W LACKPOOL goes Doan» Gat 
— only may ion, Seis in wo to Ernest [ito lata 0 “4 N mn Nae a a mitted), about 25 35 years 5S years of age: ala 1 fim 
. Devereux-cham —— — , together or separately, OFFICES on 
REWERY PANENERSHIE Wanted by Ey at ert mea hig este | Eien ec, oe a 
Apply by letter to 6 an ‘Solicitors’ Journal ” Ofice, ffice, London. | Sons, 98, Lis “Lineoln’ ‘einn-filds WC. — ao eet own ¢ ee 1896 ; canvassing prohibited.— 


Ie OLICITORS, TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, | —————— 
mem 2) Comerrancog Cer Aielitel Seliiter | 5° ee DEBENTURE-HOLDERS—Lzanv & Insno, | ()RI ENT COMPANY’S PLEASUBE 
ship ; satisfactory references. Box 35, Bath. Experts and Valuers, urch - street. CRUISES by the Steamships “ LUSITANIA,” 3,877 
, ~ | Hinder Bonin carrie on ad reise to beer | ta tons , and “GARONNE,” 3,876 tons register, 
= Chan Compensation Cases under e Lands as under :— 
L»®: Leaps Bo pay B eyo ancery ery Clerk, through | Clauses Act, Lonses by Fire, &<.  ‘Worty years’ experience. Yor NORWAY FIORDS and NORTH CAPE (for Mid- 
ne er Doha 13, Bedford-terrace, Hornsey-road, | | ALUATIONS of Modern and Old Laces. om San), 
London, N. 10th Junx, for 28 da: 
. Highest price given for Old Point and Modern Real For the NORWAY FIORDS, 
QOLIcITOR | (25, Admitted) |B vires | Tags 04 Bal Se eeL wanes, OOS One 30, sie ios. ai days, 
ae. in tom country, latter preferred ; s LONDON GAZETTE For NORWAY —S tor Solar Eclipse), 
calasy ; highest relesentes.. ihn nde, Bot; eds moderate | MONT on COUNTRY. Abvisiriailiceser od BPITZBERGE Ante. 


tising (fier, High Holborn. — CHANCERY LANE a duty, for 27 days 
= STREET. mo. mm At the most Northerly point of this Cruise the Sun will be 


TRUSTEES, SOLACTTORS sad and Others, ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, | y,, omic oi? PETERSBURG, 
——— easion KIEL, the BALTIC CA ANAL, &e, 
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